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LETTER OF JOHN C. SABETTA 
(September 3, 1974) 
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73-0753 


September 3, 1^74 


Elkan Abramowitz, Esq, 

Weiss Rosenthal Heller & Schwartzman 

295 Madison Avenue 

New York, New York 10017 

Ret United .States v. George Stofaky. et al. 

United States v, Karl "Jack** Schwartzbaum 

Dear Mr. Abramowitz: 

In connection with our continuing investigation of 
the fur industry we have obtained copies of financial 
records of Jack and Betty Glasaer from the following 
institutions: Chemical Bank, Dollar Savings Bank of New 
York, E. Lowitz & Co., The East New York Savings Bank, 
Emigrant Savings Bank, First Federal Savings and Loan 
Association of New York, and the Greenwich Savings Bank. 
These records are available at our offices for Inspection 
by counsel for defendants in the Stofsky or Schwartzbaum 
proceedings. If you or any of the other counsel desire 
to review these materials, they will be available in the 
office of Assistant United States Attorney S. Andrew 
Schaffer. 

In our interviews with Mr. Glasser in May 1974, he 
identified 1964 as the year he first accepted money from 
a fur manufacturer to arrange a payoff to a union official. 
In a recent interview with Mr. Glosser he recalled that the 
first payment from that previously identified group of manu¬ 
facturers occured in 1962. Also at that more recent inter¬ 
view Mr. Glasser estimated that Mrs. Glasser had inherited 
$30,000 to $40,000 in Jewelry and other assets including 
cash and bonds from her parents. He was not able to speci¬ 
fy how much of that inheritance was Included in their sav¬ 
ings accounts as of 1972. The estimate by Mr. Glasser dur- 




Elkan Abramowitz, Esq. 


2 


» 

September 3, 1974 


lng the May interviews that $40,000 to $50,000 from Mrs. 
Glasser a parents was included in the savings accounts In 
1972 appears to be high and incorrect. 

Very truly yours, 


PAUL J. CURRAN 
United States Attorney 


By:_^ 

O l/Vv \.^ 



JOHN 

Aski 

Tel. 

C. SABETTA 
stant United 
: (212) 264- 

1 States Attorney 
6423 


cct Paul K. Rooney, Esq. 

Messrs. Rooney & Evans 

521 Fifth Avenue 

New York, New York 10017 

Stephen Barasch, Esq. 

27 East 39th Street 
New York, New York 10016 

Edward Brodsky, Esq. 

Messrs. Goldstein, Shames & Hyde 

655 Madison Avenue 

New York, New York 10021 
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NOTICE OF MOTION FOR A NEW TRIAL 
(October 8, 1974) 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


Plaintiff, 


-against- 
KARL SCHWARTZBAUM, 


Defendant. 


SIRS: 


73 Cr. 616 
(L.W.P.) 


_ NOTICE OF MOTION— | 

OFFICE • ! 

*jY lint-*. | .J | 

1 «[?V r D jiejs'rj 

^ l.iliLlViO 

r? i u I hji. 

L: ■ :.;ii i c I > (* / ? '4_ 

IN DlArtY lC>)lo/7d_I 


PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, that upon the annexed af¬ 
fidavit of Edward Brodsky, sworn to the 8th day of October, 1974 
and the exhibits annexed thereto, and upon all the pleadings and 
proceedings heretofore had herein, a motion will be made before 
the Honorable Lawrence W. Pierce, United States District Judge 
for the Southern District of New York, in Room 2804 of the Uni¬ 
ted States Courthouse, Foley Square, New York, New York, on the 
18th day of October, 1974, at 10:30 in the forenoon of that date 
or as soon thereafter as counsel may be hear', for an order pur¬ 
suant to Rule 33 of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure and 
the Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution, setting 
aside the verdict against the defendant and granting him a new 
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trial on the ground of newly-discovered evidence or, in the al¬ 
ternative, directing an evidentiary hearing on the issues raised 
by defendant's motion herein, and for such other and further 
relief as to the Court may seem proper and just. 


Dated: New York, New York 

October 8, 1974. 


By: 


TO: 

Paul J. Curran, Esq., 

United States Attorney, 

Southern District of New York, 
United States Courthouse, 

Foley Square, 

New York, New York 10007; 

V. Thomas Fryman, Jr., Esq., 
Assistant United States Attorney, 
Southern District of New York, 
United States Courthouse, 

Foley Square, 

New York, New York 10007. 


Yours, etc., 

GOLDSTEIN, SHAMES 

j ^ A 

y 

Edward Brod 

Attorneys for Defendant, 
Karl Schwartzbaum, 

Office & P. 0. Address, 

655 Madison Avenue, 

New York, New York 10021, 

(212) 838-3700 
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AFFIDAVIT OF EDWARD BRODSKY, ESQ. 

IN SUPPORT OF MOTION (OCTOBER 8, 1974) 
AND EXHIBITS "A" AND "B" ANNEXED THERETO 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


x 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


Plaintiff, 


-against- 
KARL SCHWARTZBAUM, 


73 Cr. 616 
(L.W.P.) 

AFFIDAVIT 


Defendant. 


x 


STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK ) 


and says: 


EDWARD BRODSKY, being duly sworn, deposes 


I am a member of the firm of Goldstein, 
Shames & Hyde, counsel for the defendant Karl Schwartzbaum in 
the above-captioned case. This affidavit is submitted in sup 
port of a motion on behalf of the defendant, pursuant to Rule 33 
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure and the Fifth Amend¬ 
ment to the United States Constitution, for an order setting 
aside the verdict against the defendant and granting him a new 
trial on the ground of newly-discovered evidence. In the al¬ 
ternative, it is requested that defendant be granted an evi¬ 
dentiary hearing for the purpose of developing further facts 
in support of this application. 
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This motion is being made now because the 
Government has recently made available to the defendant additional 
evidence which further establishes and enlarges upon the con¬ 
ceded perjurious trial testimony of the chief prosecution wit¬ 
ness, Jack Glasser. The new evidence was provided to us by the 
Government sua sponte after the defendant's brief was filed with 
the Court of Appeals and before the Government's brief was due. 

By order of the Court of Appeals, with the consent of the Go¬ 
vernment, the proceedings in the Court of Appeals have been 
stayed pending this motion (see Exhibit "A" annexed hereto). 

Background 

On April 4, 1974, the defendant was convic¬ 
ted of violating the Taft-Hartley Act, 29 U.S.C. § 186, after 
a jury trial before this Court. The charge was that, commenc¬ 
ing with "the first third of 1969" and ending with "the first 
third of 1970", Mr. Schwartzbaum, being an employer in the fur 
industry, made four payments of $150.00 each to Charles Hoff, 
an officer of the Furriers Joint Council, a labor organization 
which represented the employees of Schwartzbaum's company. Each 
such payment was alleged to have been a violation of 29 U.S.C 
§ 186(a). The defendant was found guilty of three counts of the 
indictment. The fourth count was dismissed by the Court be¬ 
cause of insufficiency of proof. 


-2- 
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The key witness at the trial was Jack Glasser, 
who was not a labor official. Glasser was a labor adjuster em¬ 
ployed by the Association of Fur Manufacturers, an employers' 
organization. The key issue in the case was Glasser's credi¬ 
bility. Had the jury disbelieved Glasser's testimony, there 
would have been no conviction. 

Glasser's testimony, elicited by the Govern¬ 
ment under a grant of complete immunity, was as follows: 

(i) That he was paid $150.00 on four separate 
occasions by Mr. Schwartzbaum, of which he 
gave one-half to Charles Hoff, a labor o 
ficial who is named in the indictment as 
the recipient of the money but did not testify 
in this case; 

(ii) That he also received money from five other 
manufacturers, and only five other manufac¬ 
turers. 


At the trial, it was demonstrated that Glasser 
either had an extremely poor recollection or he was lying. For 
example, he changed his testimony about material facts (Tr. 186)*. 


* T he citations herein refer to the appellant's 
Appendix filed in the Court of Appeals, which includes 
the various documents relevant to the appeal, as well 
as the entire trial transcript. The transcript, its 
original pagination and citations to it herein are 
preceded by "Tr.". Citations to the other documents 
are preceded by "A.". 
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He acknowledged that in prior testimony he left out material facts 
on the ground that "it must have slipped my memory" (Tr. 185). 

He withdrew from a claim that he made that money was being paid 
to Charles Hoff, a union official, and reinstated that claim af¬ 
ter the prosecutor showed him a memorandum which the prosecutor 
had prepared of an interview with Glasser (Tr. 191-200, 222-228). 

At the trial, as stated above, Glasser un¬ 
equivocally testified that he received other payments from only 
five other manufacturers. His share of the total payments of 
$14,000 (A. 50,76), according to his testimony, was $5,043 (A. 49-50). 

Before the trial of the instant case, certain 
union officials were tried and Glasser also was the key witness 
against them (73 Cr. 614). At the trial of the union officials, 
counsel for the defendants had subpoenaed bank records which led 
to the disclosure that Glasser had financial assets in excess of 
one hundred thousand dollars. Glasser explained at that trial 
that the bulk of his resources was derived from an inheritance 
which had been received by his wife. Although an examination of 
Surrogate's Court records cast doubt upon that assertion, coun¬ 
sel at the prior trial was unable to develop anything of value 
from these disclosures. As it turned out, the bank's response 
to the subpoenas had not produced those records which would have 
revealed to counsel that, during the three and a half year period 
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covered by this indictment, Glasser had made large and frequent 
cash deposits to his various bank accounts (A. 114-5, 118-20). 

At the instant trial, Glasser testified that 
his net salary during the period covered by the indictment was 
$174.00 per week (Tr. 150). He further testified that he did 
not receive cash gifts from other fur manufacturers (Tr. 151). 
Efforts to ascertain whether he was a gambler were met with an 
unequivocal denial. Indeed, Glasser denied that he had ever 
been to the racetrack (Tr. 153). 

Following the instant trial (A. 45), defense 
counsel learned about the bank records which revealed Glasser's 
cash deposits. Those records established that, during the three 
and a half year period covered by the indictment, Glasser's total 
cash deposits amounted to $56,701.05 (A. 76). That disclosure 
prompted both the defendant herein and the defendants in the 
Stofsky case to make a motion for a new trial grounded upon newly- 
discovered evidence (A. 44-76, 107). In response to the motions, 
the Government interviewed Glasser and his wife (A. 79). At 
first, they claimed that the cash deposits resulted from a sale 
of Mrs. Glasser's jewelry (A. 116-7); however, Glasser eventually 
admitted that approximately half of the almost $57,000 in depo¬ 
sits were the proceeds of payments made by other fur manufacturers. 
He claimed that the balance of the cash deposits resulted from 
various legitimate transactions, including the sale of his wife’s 




A 166 


jewelry, Christmas and vacation gifts from manufacturers, and 
miscellaneous commissions (A. 79-82). No documentation appears 
to have been produced with regard to these latter alleged sources 
of income (A. 77, et^ seq .) . He also admitted that he had gambled 
in a casino in Puerto Rico and, contrary to his unequivocal tes¬ 
timony at the present trial, he had been to racetracks on various 
occasions (A. 83-7). 


The Government incorporated all of the above 
admissions of perjury and other information into a reply affida¬ 
vit executed by Government counsel (A. 77, et^ seq .) . In addi¬ 
tion, the Government filed with the Court a document allegedly 
detailing the facts concerning Glasser's payments from other manu 
facturers. The defense was not provided with a copy of the lat¬ 
ter document and, at the request of the Government, the Court 
placed it under seal (A. 116-7). The Government did not include 
in its reply any affidavit executed by Glasser with regard to the 
newly-discovered evidence. Likewise, no documentation was pro¬ 
duced with regard to Glasser's claim that a part of his cash de¬ 
posits was derived from legitimate sources, nor did the Govern¬ 
ment's response indicate whether Glasser was questioned with re¬ 
gard to what percentage, if any, of the payments he received was 
expended by him rather than deposited in the bank. 
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Instead, the Government chose to paraphrase a 
series of patently incredible explanations, allegedly offered to 
Government counsel by Glasser and his wife, for the concededly 
false testimony (A. 80-3). 

Based upon newly-discovered evidence, a mo¬ 
tion for a new trial was made on behalf of defendant Schwartzbaum. 
That motion was denied by this Court, as was a motion for a new 
trial made on behalf of the union officials. In denying the mo¬ 
tion of the union officials, the Court said that demonstrating 
that Glasser was involved in a more substantial fraud with more 
manufacturers than five, would not aid but would rather hurt the 
case of the union officials (A. 127-28). In a brief memorandum 
decision, this Court denied Schwartbaum's motion on the same ground, 
and on the further ground that "the defendant has failed to satisfy 
the threshold requirement of demonstrating that the purported 
newly discovered evidence could not have been with due diligence 
discovered either before the trial or at the latest at the trial 
(A. 106). 

We believe that there is a material distinction 
between the way the newly-discovered evidence may be used by the 
union officials and the way that it may be used by Schwartzbaum, 
requiring a new trial for Schwartzbaum, whether or not a new trial 
is granted the union officials. 


-7- 
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While it may be, as this Court said, that 
counsel representing union officials who are charged with shar¬ 
ing payments with manufacturers would be hesitant to elicit from 
Glasser the allegation that he had shared much greater amounts 
involving many other manufacturers with the defendants on trial, 
that obstacle is not presented in the instant case. To the con¬ 
trary, it was fully within Schwartzbaum's interest to establish 
that Glasser would not likely remember his conversations with 
Schwartzbaum due to the many transactions in which Glasser was 
engaged. Having alleged that the receipt of payments from six 
manufacturers required more than forty meetings with those manu¬ 
facturers, the number of meetings with a substantially greater 
number of manufacturers, on the same subject, would necessarily 
have been far greater, numbering into the hundreds. Therefore, 
we suggest that the strategic consideration and evidentiary value 
of the newly-discovered evidence in the case against the union 
officials was so different as to make the Court's analysis in¬ 
applicable with regard to the instunt case. 

The foregoing facts and analysis will put 
into perspective the issues relating to the new evidence submit¬ 
ted to the defendant by the Government. 


-8- 
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Basis For This Motion For A New Trial 


As stated above, after the defendant's brief 
was filed with the Court of Appeals, the Government provided 
new information which, if it had been known at trial, could 
have been effectively used on behalf of the defendant in this 
case. By letter dated September 3, 1974, which we received on 
September 12, 1974, the Government informed us of the new evi¬ 
denced A copy of that letter is annexed hereto as Exhibit "B". 

The letter states in substance that in connec 
tion with a continuing investigation of the fur industry, the 
Government obtained copies of financial records of Glasser and 
his wife from several banking institutions. The letter also 
states: 


"In our interviews with Mr. Glasser in May 1974, 
he identified 1964 as the year he first accepted 
money from a fur manufacturer to arrange a payoff 
to a union official. In a recent interview with 
Mr. Glasser he recalled that the first payment from 
that previously identified group of manufacturers 
occured in 1962. Also at that more recent inter¬ 
view Mr. Glasser estimated that Mrs. Glasser had 
inherited cash and bonds from her parents. He was 
not able to specify how much of that inheritance 
was included in their savings accounts as of 1972. 
The estimate by Mr. Glasser during the May inter¬ 
views that $40,000 to $50,000 from Mrs. Glasser's 
parents was included in the savings accounts in 
1972 appears to be high and incorrect." 


-9- 
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At our request, the Government furnished us 
with copies of the financial records referred to in their Septem¬ 
ber 3, 1974 letter. A copy of those records will be provided 
to the Court at the time of the argument of this motion. 

The aforesaid records were analyzed on behalf 
of the defendant by George J. Harren, a certified public accoun¬ 
tant. Mr. Harren's affidavit and analysis is annexed hereto. 

The analysis shows that instead of total cash deposits by Glasser 
of $56,701.05, as eventually conceded by Glasser and the Govern¬ 
ment in connection with the defendant's first motion for a new 
trial, Glasser in fact deposited at least $107,850 iri cash from 
1964 to 1971, as reflected in the records submitted to us (Ex¬ 
hibit "A" annexed to Harren's affidavit). In addition, Glasser 
deposited $48,379 either in cash or in checks (available records 
not necessarily indicating which, but in all cases from undisclosed 
sources) in those accounts during that period (Exhibit "B" annexed 
to Harren's affidavit). The total is $156,229. 

This newly-discovered evidence indicates that 
during the period in question Glasser received money from a great 
many manufacturers instead of from six as testified at trial. 

If Glasser received $14,000 from six manufacturers of which he 
kept $5,043 as he testified at trial (A. 49-50), using the same 
ratio, he would have received $296,000 from more than one hundred 
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manufacturers, of which he kept $156,229. Another possibility 
is that Glasser received solely $156,229 from manufacturers and 
kept it all, in which event, no crime was committed because no la¬ 
bor official was paid. 

The newly-discovered evidence reveals a 
systematic pattern of perjury by Glasser which permeated the sub¬ 
stance of the Government's entire case. Glasser's large deposits, 
if known to the defense at the time of trial, would have pro¬ 
vided solid evidence of the defense contention that any monies 
received by him had been kept by him rather than shared with 
union representatives. As the Court charged the jury, such a 
state of facts would not have supported the charges of the in¬ 
dictment (Tr. 424). 

Moreover, if it had been known to the defense 
at the time of trial that Glasser was receiving payments during 
this period from perhaps one hundred or more manufacturers, ra¬ 
ther than merely the six claimed at trial, then Glasser's alleged 
recollection of conversations with the defendant would have been 
severely undermined. As it was, Glasser's trial testimony va¬ 
cillated on the issue of whether he had actually informed the 
defendant that payments were being made to the union official 
in question. Although his final testimony was that he had con¬ 
veyed such information to the defendant, if the extent of his ac¬ 
tivities had been known by the defense, it would certainly have 

_n___ 
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provided powerful support for the defense contention that Glasser's 
alleged recollection was false or unreliable. In addition, with 
more than one hundred manufacturers involved rather than six, and 
with the period of time starting in 1962, the defendant could 
have forcefully argued that Glasser's recollection about giving 
money to Schwartzbaum at all was faulty and that to the extent 
payments may have been made, the statute of limitations had run. 

For all the reasons we have stated, it is re¬ 
spectfully requested that a new trial be granted to the defendant. 

The Request For A Hearing 

While we believe that the newly-discovered 
evidence warrants a new trial, in the alternative, we are request¬ 
ing a hearing. One of the key facts to develop at a hearing is 
when the Government first knew or had evidence of the fact that 
Glasser was lying. The facts in this record on this issue are 
obscure and apparently the Government has kept them obscure by 
design. Only at a hearing at which we can examine Glasser and 
the Assistant United States Attorneys who worked on this matter 
may we develop these facts with any certainty. 

The Government's guarded letter of Septem¬ 
ber 3, 1974, refers to recent interviews with Mr. Glasser in 
which he recalls that the first payment from a previously iden¬ 
tified group of manufacturers occurred in 1962. The financial 
information which we were given indicates that the first pay¬ 
ments received go back only to 1964 not to 1962. In addition, 
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according to the letter, Mr. Glasser has revised his testimony 
as to the amount of money which Mrs. Glasser allegedly inheri¬ 
ted in jewelry and other assets. The information provided in 
the September 3, 1974 letter raises a host of questions with 
regard to what Mr. Glasser is now saying and the extent of his 
conceded perjury. Surely the Government has asked Glasser and 
has received from Glasser more detailed information than is re¬ 
vealed in the September 3, 1974 letter. 

The Government has taken the position that 
the names of the manufacturers that Glasser apparently is now 
revealing is confidential information in connection with an on¬ 
going investigation and that this information does not have to 
be revealed to us. Note, that it was the Government not the 
defendant which asked Glasser at the Schwartzbaum trial for the 
names of the other manufacturers (Tr. 84). Moreover, the names of 
the other manufacturers would be vitally important to us in connec¬ 
tion with this application for a new trial and in connection with 
a re-trial, if one is granted. If we had the names of the other 
manufacturers, we could interview them with the idea of learning 
whether the amount of money which Glasser testified to at trial 
or has alleged in interviews with the Government is the amount 
which the manufacturers will testify they paid to him. If that 
is the fact, then no crime was committed in this case. Moreover, 
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the manufacturers may very well contradict Glasser's testimony 
and it may be that some or all of the manufacturers will testify 
that they never gave any money to Glasser and again his veracity 
would be severely attacked. 

We would ask on this motion to have the Go¬ 
vernment supply to the defendant all memoranda of interviews with 
Glasser, with manufacturers and with other persons, and all other 
information which has not yet been supplied to the defendant. 

In the alternative, we ask that such information be supplied to 
the Court for inspection in camera to determine whether the in¬ 
formation is being properly withheld. 

Finally, as shown by the annexed affidavit of 
George J. Harren, the bank records which were submitted to us by 
the Government are incomplete so that he was not able to do the 
full analysis which should be done in connection with this case. 

In the present context of the case, there is no proceeding in 
which the defendant may cause subpoenas to be served in order to 
complete the factual analysis. This, of course, is another reason 
for a hearing to be held in this case. 
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For the reasons stated above, it is respect¬ 
fully requested that the defendant's motion for a new trial be 
granted. In the alternative, it is requested that a hearing on 
the issu&s presented herein be directed. The defendant further 
requests oral argument on this motion. 



Sworn to before me this 
8th day of October, 1974. 



ELLEN MEDEROS 
Notary Puttie. State <M Naav Yor* 
No. 31-7800535 

Qualified In New Yorfc bounty , 
Coinmlislon Expires March 30, 







UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE SECOND CIRCUIT 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Appellee, 

- v - 

KARL "JACK" SCWARTZBAUM, 

Defendant-Appellant. 


IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED AND AGREED, by and 
between the United States of America, by Paul J. Curran, 
United States Attorney for the Southern District of New 
York, V. Thomas Fryman, Jr., Assistant United States Attorney 
of counsel, and defendant-appellant Karl "Jack" Schwartzbaum, 
by his counsel Goldstein, Shames & Hyde, that: 

1. All proceedings in the appeal herein 
presently pending in the United States Court of Appeals 

for the Second Circuit be stayed; 

2. Within fifteen days of the order of the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit 
approving the instant stipulation, counsel for defendant- 
appellant will move in the United States District Court for 

EXHIBIT "A" 
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STIPULATION 
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the Southern District of New York to renew his motion for 
a new trial in accordance with the reasons expressed in the 
affidavit of Edward Brodsky, Esq*, attached hereto; 

3. In the event of a decision of the Unitod 
States District Court for the Southorn District of New York 
denying said renewed motion, any appeal token from tho order 
of the United States District Court for the Southern District 
of New York denying said renewed motion will be consolidated 
with tho appeal herein; 

4. Within twenty-ono days of any decision of 
tho United States District Court of tho Southern District 
of Now York denying aaid renewed motion, counsel for 
defendant-appellant will file a revi3od or supplemental brief 
in tho consolidated appeals; and 

5. Within twenty-one days of tho filing of said 
briof, tho Unitod States of America will file its brief in 
the coneolidatod appeals. 

Dated: New York, New York 
September 19, 1974 

PAUL J. CURRAN 

United States Attorney for tho 

Southern District of New York 







Attorney for Appellee, 
United States of America 
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THOMAS 


Assistant 



FRYMAN, JR.' > 

United States Attorney 



GOLDSTEIN, SHAMES & HYDE 
655 Madison Avenue 
New York, New York 10021 
Attorneys for Defendant-Appellant. 


SO ORDERED: 


tvU C/Cufi (hU 


U.S.C.J. 
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JCS 

73-0753 


September 3, ll)74 


Eiknn Abrnmowitz, Esq. 

Weiss Rosenthal Heller & Schwnrczinan 

295 Madison Avenue 

Now York, New York 10017 

Re: Uni ted States v. George Stofnky, et nl. 
United States v. Karl "Jack 11 Schwartzhaum 


Dear Mr. Abramowitz: 

In connection with our continuing investigation of 
the iur industry wo have obtained copies of financial 
records of Jack and Betty Glasscr from the following 
institutions; Chemical Bank, Dollar.Savings Bank of New 
York, E. Low it 7. Co., The East New York Savings Bank, 

Bnigrant Savings Bank, First Federal Savings and Loon 
Association of New York, and the Greenwich Savings Bank. 
These records are available at our offices for inspection 
by counsel for defendants in the Stofsky or Schwartzhaum 
proceedings. If you or any of the other counsel desire 
to review theno materials, they will be available in the 
office of Assistant United SfnLes Attorney S. Andrew 
Schaffer. 

In our interviews with Mr. Glassor in May 1974, he 
identified 1964 as the year he first accepted money from 
a fur manufacturer to arrange a payoff to a union official. 
In a recent interview with Mr. Glosser he recalled that the 
first payment from that previously identified group of manu¬ 
facturers occurcd in 1962. AI 30 at that more recent inter¬ 
view Mr. Glosser estimated that Mrs. Glasser had inherited 
$30,000 to $40,000 in jewelry and other assets Including 
cash and bondrs from her parents. He was not able to speci¬ 
fy how much of that Inheritance was Included in their sav¬ 
ings accounts ns of 1972. The estimate by Mr. GlasBor dur- 
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fclknn Abraraowit^, Esq. 


2 - 


Septcmber 3 , 1974 


ing the May interview? 6/r> nnn 

GlnsHor's parent, waa i n cL d o $ U j! ° C ° ?5 ?- 000 fr0 "> »«• 

1972 appears to be high and Incorrect.“ nK ° accounts In 


Vary truly yours, 


PAUL J. CURRAN 
United States Attorney 


/ 

By:_^ 

O l/Vv Y ^ 


' r A bn 

JOHN 

AskjJ 

Tel. 

C. SABETTA 
stant United 
♦ (212) 264- 

States Attorney 
6423 


cci Paul K. Rooney, Esq. 

Mckstr. Rooney & Evans 

->21 !• ifth Avenue 

New York, New York 10017 

Stephen Rarnsch, Esq. 

27 East 39th Street 
New York, New York 10016 


Edward Brodsky, Esq 
Mossrs. Goldstein, Shames 
6->j Madison Avenue 
New York, New York 10021 


& Hyde 
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AFFIDAVIT OF GEORGE J. HARREN, 
C.P.A., IN SUPPORT OF MOTION (OCTOBER 8, 
1974) AND EXHIBITS "A" AND "B" ANNEXED 
THERETO 


T 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Plaintiff, 


-against- 
KARL SCHWARTZBAUM, 


Defendant. 


x 

: 73 Cr. 616 

(L.W.P.) 

: AFFIDAVIT 

x 


STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK ) 


and says: 


GEORGE J. HARREN, being duly sworn, deposes 


I am and have been a certified public accoun¬ 
tant licensed to practice in the State of New York for the past 
thirty-six years. 


Recently, I was given copies of certain bank 
statements of Jack Glasser and was asked to analyze them. At 
the outset, it should be noted that I could not do a complete 
analysis for the following reasons: 


(i) A substantial amount of back-up records were 
not provided to me. By back-up records, I 
mean those records which would indicate the 
nature of certain particular deposits, i.e., 
whether they were made in cash or by check; 
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(ii) Certain of the records of the Chemical Bank 
were incomplete in that several months were 
missing; 

(iii) Certain of the bank records which were provided 
to me start in 1962, while others start several 
years later. However, even with those records 
which start later, it is apparent that the ac¬ 
count was opened at an earlier time. 


Using the records which were made available 
to mo, I found the following, as indicated in work papers which 
I have prepared, copies of which are annexed hereto as Exhibits 
"A" and "B": 


My analysis of the records shows that from 
1964 through 1973, Mr. Glasser deposited a total of $107,885. in 
cash in various bank accounts. My analysis of the cash deposits 
is contained in Exhibit "A" annexed hereto. 

In addition to the above, I found further de¬ 
posits totalling $48,379.00 which were made either by check or 
in cash. In certain cases, it is not clear whether the deposits 
were checks or cash. I am including these amounts in an analysis 
called "miscellaneous" which is contained in Exhibit "B" annexed 
hereto. 


With respect to Exhibits "A" and "B", the 
amounts were not sums which were deposited and subsequently with 
drawn from Mr. Glasser's account. These amounts remained in his 

I 

i 
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account and increased his net worth. The total amount which 
was deposited in Mr. Glasser's account was $156,264, as shown 
by totalling the figures in Exhibits "A" and "B"'see Exhibit "C" 
annexed hereto). 




Ws.'t 


George J. Harren 


Sworn to before me this 
8th day of October, 1974. 



ELLEN MEDEROS 
Notary PuOtic, St.ite ot N*# Torn 
No. 31-7830515 

Qu.rlilicd m N* • > 7mk ' l^Jnty . 
Commls-.ion I xplms March 30. 19^. 
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E.N.Y. Emiqrant Greenwich Dollar Chemical 

1964-($1,676.36) “ 

1st Quarter $ 539.19 $ 504.65 

2nd Quarter 82.62 $ 549.70 
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EXHIBIT C - SUMMARY OF EXHIBITS A AND B 


1964: 

Cash 

- 

$ 18,410.00 



Misc. 

- 

1,676.36 



Total 



$ 20,086.36 

1965: 

Cash 


$ 15,700.00 



Misc. 

- 

- 0 - 



Total 



$ 15,700.00 

1966: 

Cash 

_ 

- 0 - 



Misc. 

- 

- 0 - 



Total 



- 0 - 

1967: 

Cash 

— 

$ 11,875.00 



Misc. 

- 

1,407.09 



Total 



$ 13,282.09 

1968: 

Cash 


$ 13,800.00 


• 

Misc. 

Total 


2,494.99 

$ 16,294.99 

1969: 

Cash 


$ 34,040.00 


Misc. 

Total 


17,393.83 

$ 51,443.83 

1970: 

Cash 


$ 13,650.00 



Misc. 

Total 


7,948.23 

$ 21,598.23 

1971: 

Cash 


$ 400.00 



Misc. 
Total 


5,509.56 

$ 5,809.56 

1972: 

Cash 

• 

- 0 - 



Misc. 

Total 


$ 6,005.71 

$ 6,005.71 

1973: 

Cash 


- 0 - 



Misc. 

Total 

GRAND 

— 

$ 6,043.26 

$ 6,043.26 


TOT* 

lL: 

$156,264.03 



GRAND TOTAL 
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LETTER OF JOHN C. SABETTA 
(October 26, 1974) 
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JC3 ■ l»m.l 
73-07S3 
n-30J 


October 2f>, 197^ 


Honorable Lawrence W. Pierce 
United States District .Turtle 
United States Courthouse 
Room 2601 
Foley Square 

New York , New York 10007 

He: United States v. Stofsky, et; al., 73 Cr. 

United St a tes v ._ Scj^artzbaum,- 

Dear Judge Pierce: 

I am submitting herewith the £iginal and a neS^^ial 
original of an affidavit in opposition to the furiJJecuted, 

motions in the above-captioned in Stofaky 

with the request that one of the affidavits oe xixeu *.- 

an a the other in Schwa rtzbaum. , 

With one exception, the legal authoritiee 
to det^mlnavlon of those »1,Utlonal ^tlone aro "acusoed 
the government'. inonoranda submitted In May 197« in opp 
to defendants’ earlier new trial motions. The exception 

defendants’ new chnrp;e that the rller new trial motions 

nunpreosed" evidence at the time of the earlier new zn 

The facts concerning the government's voluntary 
production of the additional «*t«rlale Stages 9-1* 

Urine their present motions are set f°rth *ndavit and the 
of my affidavit submitted herewith. That affidaviwn^ 

other papers previously submitted in th 
f nllowl ng: 

(„) The additional savings account 
m-oduood by the government for th. year. 1966 through I 960 
for the most part reflected deposit. In aooount 

a? the^mlgrant Saving. BaoK and Th. Ore.nwlch 

Savings hank. With respect to the Oraenwicn 

and Emigrant account.,'thwISM ln tho« .ccount. 
aider any deposits in th ?*® *« ar ® t 

to be relevant to determination of the first 
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JO'tjbmJ 

7 >07^ 
n- iC 3 


lonornhlf* bawrence I. flerer 


>ctober 26, 197* 


new trlil motions: lefenlants subpoenaed 
records from those banks beginning 
January 1, 1907j the transcript* of those 
accounts produced ln response to those sub¬ 
poenas snowed substantial existing rteposlta 
on that date; anu defendants made no effort 
to obtain records of prior /oars which would 
show the pattern of accumulation of thoaa 
f nan. i’ho 1?C<) through 196b records which 
the government obtained In May 197 * during 
the pendenoy of the earlier now trial motions 
appeared to me at that time to corroborate 
the statements made ty Mr. Olascer luring 
Che May Xy/U Interviews eonoernlnr Illegal 
payments from additional manufacturers begin¬ 
ning In 19bh and other Industry souroea of 
Income. In a further Interview In Auguat 
197*1 whero those records were reviewed, 

:ir. Olassar nodifled certain statements he 
lnd made to ne l:i the Hay 197* lnt* views. 

I thoroifter Informed defendants' oounsel 
of those modifications In a letter dated 
neptembrr 197* and Informed them that, all 
the il.lltlonal savings account records which 
we hid obtained were available for their 
review. A copy or that letter Is attaohed 
to each of the affidavits submitted In a ip- 
port of defendants* new motions. 

(b) The incomplete Chemical Bank rocorda, 
particularly the records for 1969, produced 
in ’lay 1<»7* in response to the governments 
subpoena were of some conceivable, but then 
Indeterminable, significance. Further examina¬ 
tion of nil of the available bank reeords for 
196b and 1369 and a further Interview with 
Hr. dimmer In August 197* led me to conclude 
that those 1969 Chemical Bank records were 
consistent with Hr. njaaser's statements to 
rae during the May 197* Interviews. The govern¬ 
ment's analysis of t.ioae reoords la sst forth 
at pages 1-2 of the government's file memoran¬ 
dum of the August 197* acetln? with Mr. Olaeoer, 
a copy of which Is attached to my affidavit as 
Exhibit 7. Nevertheless, beouuae theae Chemical 
dank reoords might have some conceivable signifi¬ 
cance to defendants, the government decided to 
Toduce these records to defendant's attorneys. 
The fact that defendants' attorneys after a 
lengthy analysis of the new materials havs 
made no claim concerning the 1969 Chemloal 
deposits confirms my vlsw that those reeords 
are Irrelevant also. 
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•TCL:bmj 
73-0753 

n-363 Honorable Lawrence W. Pierce 


- 3 - October 26 , 197^ 


The lcal standard applicable to defendants’ 
new charge of deliberate suppression of evidence by the 
government at the time of an earlier new trial, motion 
is discussed In detail In a recent unreported decision 
by Judge buuman denying a further new trial motion 1 
United States v. Rosner, 72 Cr. 782 (S.D.N.Y., Aug. 
I^rTSTTTT a copy oT“tTmt decision Is enclosed. 

In Rosner, the defendant claimed that the government 
had auppressecT'evIffence favorable to him at the time of an 
earlier new trial motion. Judge Bauraan denied the further 
n.*w trial motion and stated: 

"The simple fact is that he was in 
no way prejudiced. All that resulted 
was the denial of a new trial motion; 

Rosner has now had another opportunity 

to move for a new trial, and to lnolude 

in such motion all of the oharges of 

what the Government failed to apprise .. 

him in January, 1973. f (op.22-23) (footnote omitted). 

Judge Bauraan distinguished the legal standard applicable to 
evaluate a charge of post-trial suppression from the legal 
etandard applicable to a charge of pre-trial suppression. 


"The absence of prejudice can best be 
demonstrated by comparing a motion 
based on post-trial suppression to one 
based on pre-trial suppression. In the 
latter clrcunstanco, tho court inquires into 
the effect of such suppressed evidence on the 
Jury’s verdict. If the court deems the 
effect sufficiently substantial, a new 
trial is ordered. Where post-trial 
suppression is alleged however, the 
court’s proner inquiry la into the 
effect of the disclosures on any new 
trial motion that has been made. Thus 
the most Rosner would be entitled to on 
tidB branch of the motion Is a finding 
that my decision on his first new trial 
motion might have been affected by the 
new evidenoe, and ray affording him 
another opportunity to move for a new 
trial.” (p. 23) 


I .am sending a copy of this letter together with 
copies of my affidavit and the Roener deo-sion to defendants 
attorneys. 














JCS:bmj 

73-0753 

n-363 

Honorable 


Lawrence W. Pierce 


-k- 


October 26, 197 1 * 


Respectfully yours, 


PAUL J. CURRAN 
Unlte«l States Attorney 


ay ‘j5r*nj. uKmwi 

Assistant United States Attorney 
Telephone: (212) 791-1920 

Enclosures 

oc: w/encJs. 

Elkan Abramowltz, Esq. 

Weiss Rosenthal Heller A Schwortzman 
295 Madison Avenue 
- New York, Mew York 10017 

Paul K. Rooney, Esq. 

Rooney A Evans, 

521 Fifth Avenue 

New York, Hew York 10017 

Stephen Ilarasch, Esq. 

27 East 39th Street 
New York, New York 10016 

Edward Brodsky.. Esq. 

Soldateln, Shanes A Hyde, 

655 Madison Avenue 
New York, New York 10021 
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AFFIDAVIT OF JOHN C. SABETTA, ESQ. 

IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION (OCTOBER 26, 
1974 ) AND EXHIBITS 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 
AND 11 ANNEXED THERETO. 


[Exhibits 1, 2, 3, and 4, con¬ 
sisting of bank records, are 
omitted] 
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j: 11 1i I" • I! STATE.': I)STRICT COURT 
f ill .,n: -'1**1 DISTRICT op NEW YORK 


1 JL V ^ I . 

^ ,,-^i I 

' i 


! u:i LTi n STATES CV AMERICA 


If! FORCE STOPRKY. C.'AFH.F.S HOFF, 
i AT. «fi|,D sad Cl.r " j:<D IAREOLFS, 

I Defendants. 


73 Or. C'I'i (IiV’P) 


|UNITKD RTATF./' OP AMERICA 


|::Arr, ■■jack" sciiw/- T, T:'.nAUH, 

Defendant.. 


SS^AAF. 01’ W:\i YORK ) 

II COUNTY OP NEW YORK : 

IISOUTHF.I-:: DISTRICT OP NEW YORK ) 


A''PW»VIT OP 
JOHN C. SARFTT/' 


73 Cl'. <$ftrfgr§) COPY 
| it hiMii ci JA» 

* • _ _ j_ 

••-t 1 lolnhr _ 

K.. j i C.l.l 

MCtlTiJ i i li I ? V 

"snYkrcd 

IN DIARY 


JOHIJ C. SABF.TTA, belnp: duly sworn, deposes and 


l. I an an Assistant United States Attorney In 
it.he office of Paul .1. Curran, United States Attorney for tha 

i 

Southern District of New York. I served as the ftovernrer.t.' r, 
tr'ul counsel In Un'torl S tat es v. Georpc St ofsky , et al . , 73 
C . C ', ar.d as the povernment' s assistant trial counsel In 

! 

nUnlt: 1 ’ : 'tea v. Karl 11 Jack 1 ' Sc hvmrt/bsu r, \j Cr. Gif. f 
Jnil •. 'ii'. affidavit In opposition to the r.ot'ons by du f crj- 

i 

Kstit •• tn St. o f sky l'nr issuance o f ' a certificate sockin': a 
remand o" that case from th* United States Cour’ of Apoecls 
i;f.*r * Record Clv.-ult and thereafter for an order 'wnt’nr 
|t. n..... i. r * *.! , and In opposition to the mot'on by the defend¬ 
ant M. .'cInvar». r.\r for a new trial cr alternatively an 

>vl'!c?il '••■'V hearlnw:. 


■ r». 
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i 


:' • 7:" i'll..' •. J . : ■ O ^ ^ i ” 'Ml I '-I” 3. - Kli. , 

•! il.l HV Pv t 1 J •' 3,1 »i;i u ll lit r SOP.i'.'. of • l. •.. *l:,l J't t/ 

; I ■ ti i t» mil to t.i ■* • • tto— f*".i !»/ tl.-J *o /■■”.’ t | 

i i.n ,i ■... i r. i ;• "it'-ite" i, I, ’.’I*". ;•» :t 

; • i • M pts' *v "i o >•*/ of t i i Imisl. ' istt • . •.! 

i 

• i , ■ m ‘rtaiv’tJ I'onltCuj in .• i sv>’t otf-M ;* j 

) ' Viiok • lv,nk '••'lov; '.'•tv Tt ’t . . 

! i . . I. • i .. • vio port t lln • t ) i:c r.it.i 

■ .ii’ -.t .r . • TniM-it • •• ;.i ‘ jl.' tn 

l 7>n i ntn' i.t'ii- w. pu":iu . to *ny letter :•:'* »>e;>ti' ,;>o" 

i i. i. 

1 . Do-" • i-rts r.v.» -At ’v/a Mr.tlv iilili. ' i ;• jj 

t . I. *'• • :o'* ;.i tii tn.io lV03 .MVC ll fV-.'T* . I’j l, • 

i'i 'tt'i ; ■ Mi ni m h or \iisc.'JLlatteoiu, nrotiiblo Ciil 

l-'ooji'... !i 'tween l-Jo ' mJ I'li li" — n33ertedly 3 one throe tire; 
"in:"' th’". t u .-.tj"i o ' ho.ioolt.i n.'ev’.ounlv known tf) the Jovt 
.in ! ; t'o" Inn*.(nffl k-vit <•;' .Until Xtv'ni'owlts, sworn to or. 
i v l i, I'I. I, i. ;) (< . 1 nl o n il. a); (b) to it Uhls n:r.i 

:• I ! ic • "wholly lav 11 act' i ; ] the entire bu3l~ for this 
lou U':; prior ivl'l of [tic :\"M its ’ j new trio.l notion" (la. 

•it i); 'ii.! («•) th-t 'a unv o/eat ? no.: trial Is i pouircu 

i, . i.v th.* i.nvi'fiviPiit Jelll'Cvitiil/ 3'vi wilful.lv innnrea-J ‘ 

' mU t’v.t I'M.: r. orlvoa >>j '.t .iut'in • the ’.uaaoacy of 
i'' "it m i ■! 1 lot io i3 ( 1 .. ■ ... l-.l, 6-7). 

*i. j.ii'on.! ".t.i' eh'w •? of tellberatc ov >:*nnent 
:;u ■ :» '.>s ;'' n of o/iJeioe is si iu-i;l’ , . , lv ir.anpro; ri:: to ?n;l o r ‘ 

I. It the '.ovornme it .."lien, o n s ~?atc , oroJuoo.l t. 

.1 • • i < into tno "now" oink vlocaunts wnioh th''' rely unon a*ro 
.‘Du "m."; 1 ' ro.jo 'jr -ii i nothin' of si •nll'icnnoa to laicril.i - 
k !<"i of th ■ ft'v.t. not: trial notion?, nr<l nre consistent with 
■ • loo i ’ 1,31 . ji the 'iw ."'v ent st th? tl io those 

i.it ion vn .Ii :. In lir ■ '.enouro the "new" on ••: wo th 


_ p. 
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, . 1.0 r.nv.ln account** of ami Mrs. manner at the 

oit. :;.avin*-;s Par.k and The Greenwich faviur.s Pan’: durire* 
i 196;! through 19o6. Defendants fchensolvso anpur- 
-insider .!>' those records to bo of no slpnifl ca.v.c i" 

I 1 U, % t.ri :il lotions since tnelr earl’, r 


• 0. i-.-, bo l.iio.n ban’-n rrnuvoteu only ."o.:o?u:i br.-f.i.nm •: 

io t ,y. 1 [.} • on'y ,: n br" 1 * do-wiranto ,v c .:lve * V" ; ha 


. 1*rt!. 5 u c •» y • .-Pic wo , -_ > of ny 


:b • -, ■ - - t ' -• 


■ * j , 


! - I 0 inv.’... • -I .o Xr: ac. -n\ofc a 


!’ r - 


In th a course of subsequent invent!ration, the. 
of v/h!.;h referred to In the •'5. davits Piled 1 


I .ton to Ue =’en J-.nto' first now trial notions, those 
v t.‘ v/ ? r*; foin .!. 1 o bo cons in tent v.'xtli ^na in cone , oan».!ui< -< > 


,n | , i- ms 


oaJto an.iJvn 1 :» set forth .in the affidavits in onoosi- 


i 

Lion Vo the first now trial notions. The accuracy of that 
flm.li.ii-; bar. been conPirneu ny Ga "andants ./no, a r ter Ton. .. j 
an'i I Is of the "nc.P 1 ban!, records, have raised no issue with. 

to If. In sun, the "new" bank records were produced 
to 1 1'*rendaiit.s out of a dor;Ira to make absolutely sure de : on- 
,i;n)i;n were riven full opportunity to make any nr nun ant 
tM i'-.l aat lvc» counsel could device. The paloably weak and 
fa Vi.-.clous av.urants dnfendantr. have fashioned fro.ai those "now* 
c'»nfl 1 *the iutt r’s insubstauf iality . 1' * -nda 

own r soynihlmi o? tbit Pact serves to cirolalu t\ ir Pelt 
„ c «, 1 ; o unfurl tvioViv; c loins of prosecutor J al vi'.corVcV 


-.V 
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, ,,, .,, J( | a j *nj flc -, nco fo»* the "new" bank 

r ,' ■ tom -i an nn-.ly-.i- by Oeor.-.o J. Ha-ron. a 
•!,, | ins ant retained by defendants, oi 

,1 -oi.; * t. * r. the • .•-oil nts oi* Jn.*.!' :«n.l Betty Glnsser Jar In 


t.h : ; 

• a'.. 

•f" 

. ! • . • 

11 »? s 

t:i~ ’ J 

■ • .* \ ■ i *, ■ 

i ,n 

\ ■ t r. i’.) 1 low i hanks; G nc . j a 1 

itk, fne . it i.’ev; rk .’.avinjs . 

• i * 


:' win 

v. Vi 


,, 1 n.'iio Greenwich Ihrlrt. Bank. Vne 

r : i • i 


*. . * V 

. • l i» 

. 'I'l 

t. 






;•» wil:; ;i By Defendants 

1 v/.'l 



(j. 

. > * i\*ri 

i mi. 

claim that "new" bank records revel 

ovc r 

,. » ' 

■ , f j;i ‘ 

In 

! 

twin.' tlu years V C>H through 19.'a 

an 

«» 

• . 1 n 'l , 

,'i.Vj i 

! Mr 

, : the years 1^6? throu*.h 1 >73* Vhe 

1*0 . i 


• ; col 

inn a 

t »w 

the "now" h ale rrcs-ls md the recor . 


Wil i ... • .fo.iJmna •ml the dourt possessed at the tine of the 
fir i. now trial sotloaa: 


An .1 i i 1 1 . ml doc inen t a 
I'mvI let by Governmerit 
Pursuant to f.epteabor 
d. I »Yh ueU'T _ 


Documents Already Possess .ri 
.xnJ Included As L-.xhlblts to 
Affidavits lu Bunport of 
Defendants' Previous .lew 
T v lal .lotions___ 


C 1 . 2 ::it:• n 1 -, ont ilv led -ors ior 
n Dece ' M* l%d through 

December 19/1 an 1 June 
1 9 /u.rou :h Au ;ust 1973 
wl-li el' available deposit 
a 11 m f.. • th* correspondin ' 
tie.-’nl; capias -.ttache-l 
hereto a •• iixhibit 1. 


11 .| f fi-an • ’ 1 pt. of iicemint 

i ,from <) unary 1, 1900 g 
throu-h July 11. l'Juo, 
when account closed; 
copy attached hereto 
as Exhibit 2. 


-'I- 
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.1 ::;: r. I c 
7 i-Ot'r 


,i. v ui’!: 
vi.i.; 


■-.I -;. u i; .cd-.or o t vis for per’oJ 

ii, from . •rv !>’, 19 ( >2» 

...I :t i mt opened, to 
June . enrics 

nttncli ’J h •rr'.o a.. 

Kxillh* '■ j. 


k'h.» Transcript. of account 

'Greenwich from ''*'bru 16 , 3962, 

iavJn ;a when icc.i.iat oponel, 

apt throw fi April 2, 1971, 

when account olG3ed; 
copy attached hereto 
as Exhibit 4. 


Transcript of account: frorE 
October 17, 19b7, whon first 
account opened, through 
October 2, 1973, v/a a last . 
account closed, with avail¬ 
able deposit slips; copies 
attached m Exhibit . to j 
Abramowitz affidavit an! iij. 
Inhibit 0 to r:sbitt affi¬ 
davit . 

Transcript of -ccount '-v i j 
January 1, 19c7, thrj; 
iarch .It, 1070. when 

count dO '.l, -fit:! rv i ’ 

able d.\ asit slips it ’ t"-it 
period; conies attacoo.i as ! 
Exhibit !! to Abrarao- it 
affidavit ^>nd as Exhibit ii | 
to "u> 1 tt affidavit. 

Transcript of account from 
January 1, 196/ throu :h 
April 2, 1371, with avail¬ 
able deposit slips for that 
oerlod; copies attached aa 
Exhibit <1 to Abranowits 
affidavit and is Exhibit 
d to Esbitt affidavit. 


|,\ ii-t of all deposits In the Glassor accounts as 3hown in thej 
l,d icunents described above is attached hereto as Exhibit 1>. 

| 

7. hayir ••cldc defendants’ erroneous computations, 
U/ ilcii arc analvse.1 t.o ;otiier with other miscellaneous factual 
j.C’— n—- 'n defendant p •,pe”s in Exhibit 6 attache.1 hereto, 

I , l-nonlted In the Tlmser accounts during the reriod 

, / . 1 , 19..? tiirou ;n UocuMbor 31, 1373, a total of 
’■•Hti'‘*3. or that total, ..Oo,410.96 was shown by the b.-.nl 
r -or l ■ wn.’.sensed by defendants and the Court at the time of 
‘tv- first now trial notions; of the remaining *91,271.87, 
,'•12,117.96 reoresents deposits In the Chemical .lank account 
jit.the v* irs 1371 threurh 1173, which ill concede are 
1 j.- i v .nt ••.Iwc*' ir. dlas .or during those 'ears hid departed 
pi,- rnr nirt.rt. Accor lln t ',ly, ttio total r.ross denoaits 

• «-ut-. to t!v Instant notions ;i3 shown by the "new" b nk _ 


% 


■v. 
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JC.iih-t.l 
7 1-0'" (< 
d~ *!.'*. 


renrds is i" q , 153 . 89, loss than one-half the amount defen¬ 
din'a claim.thv "new' bank records reveal. 

tnnert of th e ”N- »w_l Baiik Records 
3. :n- tho affidavits in cupoort of defendants' 

■ -mo lengthy a.' ' rereat ’inch of the rhetoric 

.. r - ahthe necessity for a new trial 

I : . f the falsity of nlesser's testimony about the 

I ''IT!' '"'I In h" a 'ccouutj, the;.' cort-.iln only 
. , < c , .-h- *h banl: records ivnd'.tc new 

. h- n • arrumen In the Sto fsky. ropers anpenrs 
e o of t!io Ahranowlta affidavit, sworn to on October 


r. 

. 1 


I 


19 i l : 


• tnaevee, the now .>."uk -ccord3 
tn nsclves I'eve.i l over $161,000.00 
1 i either .a-tunl e h dw-osits or 
t i : ,o• ■! iaweons , prow 1 le cash deposits 
between 1*i and 19/3. • • • If, a3 
Glauser testified it the trial, he . 
r.a-e Union offtcli'.ls an average o'” 

;. pi fo" every $1.00 ho kept, that 
p,,v | [je toe 1 nearly $500,000.00 
i ( i . *, and that tuese delendants 

!• c• • ive . over $3? 1.000.00 In payoffs. 

> I;-. ..i-’nly be.eiKj belief." 

Tlic one n. v. irrunt.it In the tchw erttbaum papers appears at 

jipr.r.e.i 10-11 o'" the affidavit of Edward Brodsky, aworn to on 

'iOotei'r 8, 1OV h t 

if r.V’saor "ecolved $ 1 * 1,000 fron six 
-etiirer: <*<* which he kept 05,0*13 
^ • -.•* i •• i : t 'vial (A. *19-50), 

u»i• the sine ratio, he would have 
r.-elvew >_lo,000 from more than one 
hundred mu fae. furors , of which he 
kept $15".229 .... 


Moreover, if it had been known to 
the defense at the tine of trial that 
r.las.-.or war. recslvlnr naymento clurlnn 
thi p v'iod fron perhaps one hundred or 
. ire nr nficturers, ratlier then Glasser’s 
a Lor-collection of conversations 
with the defendant would have been 
sever■*lv undermined." 

0. Tim fundamental error underlying both of these 
..„ m ents . and the disablin'*, limitation of the cross deposit s 


a 


{• 

far 


6 - 
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i 


! : ' 
ui"'y la, la the Indefensible assuisiption tint every dollar 

i. ■ . i \n 1 Mo 01 wiser .account : du-liv; the norlod l'*62 

t,M • , ; • nn la dlr"etly ntt-lbutnble to union far mnutVte- 


L 11 • ^ v • > ♦ y 0 

j M»a 

'ilasser. "hat baseln 

i-5 a unt ion 

t 

;U» '»*'i • • » • 1 

• o/reluaer 

1.1 1 of salaries "'ran, tlivl- 

I- , • • • 

;1*; 1 > 0 dr 

> ■ ;<> »r -ev. 1 ) ' ' :aco t • 

dot 1 1 le.l by iI - a ■ ■ 

• » ; ) • * . ' p, t* 

■r .'Id.. 1 • 

M iverr "tit coiuiri 

» 1 

’.n Hay 1 J7'• »ni 

1 

i 


r • 1 

■ li'- 

, • *0 

ill • i uei n' tu" ■> ■ r 

, . e 

11 . 

id uits', ii . 1 *f»l 

t • . ! 1 

1 1 , - .trated 

■ • ra ' •!• race ' •’ the 

M n 

•> 1 " b r..; doau " , 

’ » ! \ ' U 1 

■per. its i v 

•iect" l th" -oin, fir 

«j »• 

1 

■/level by iofetid- 


• 1 ' t; 

to.. l ' ’ 1 . wr c 

r .* 

• .-.lenue of 

1 

•Ml . , 

till’.. il?W 

ntn 1 ia -ate 1 > t. 1 


•ib- **-oum: 

| 

.. *»1 • • •. * 

u ■ n ,ii 

• :cr ml. l.i"' 1 ■ tin 

P-' 

} 

a’ od 1 *".? t hrou h 

l »• , ri! 

1 ’ ’ 1 •; 11 c a l 

nnl. checkin,; account deposits boeinninj j 

’ll M 

:• !'>•’. 



1 

j 


• v1 .1 

’ c ; nut '."-oa 1 tv. , 

ip 

;i2-l)db 

1 


II. u • vl nits assert that the total (irons deposits , 

! th" •'o.vlo.l l )h,’ th.- ' iih 1 m'» 6 ,iado In nivln.is accounts 

it t • M ji i ir " "/in i tan , i’M Tint Pr'ln-.s 3ank and The 
I invr 1 •!i hivin '.? ’ni;, whtch total n>6,041.20, are attributab 
|to um'ii , 'nan'U'aol 1 ; 1 • cosh payo":*.; to dlanssr. 

(• ' - tli -i Inis' or' tint total, i3, 

Is o’- ••rsd-'f**- 'ml oh :r actor be-auce the Jepo31 1 
I.' i "to t tint nor!o i .'or the hollar and drew, .l.-h j 
accounts ■ u nvnil it ’ i'urth?’*~.or", ♦3 , jt,15 of 

tint total. I: attributable to Known check deposit;-. 

In th • .• il ..-ant iceount. 

I! i 

(b) liven -ora a! ".nll'lcantly, however, ,17, 'f .-if 
of tin total r y.,0*ll.?d la attributable to two alt :> " t 
l tv.r.lta of o .i—aord Inary ml uu let "mined eharnct j 

or dauua I , libN there was a leposlt of vS,d9d. , l'i 
i , t ne Or '•ein'lch nccoui.t, r.ml on July l'l, 1 )u5 tu •>•.• : 

i' I 

war. .a deposit of «U .n >0. h0 In the hollar account. 


7- 
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• lepor-11 

of t 


— one 

OV b*>1 


•Ml hoi 

ii or i 


> 

f c>.*» ' ' 


i.i.t,rP \ 

olr 


•M tiioa'. 

foun 


1. ’ * 

in) 


p.V’t io 

ltl-1. 

1 Of v. 


1 ?. 

.hj i- 

li: ". 

J1 ‘f 

•••I'/l 

a?'./ ■ 

; , o.i t - : ‘ 

l mlc 

,!• . 

i'r iivi.- 

Mm. ti 

! ah . n 

in t ie pi 

■tiiV" i 

. hr 

1! 

rll'T now 

t 1 h 

rl'V'l 

1 ntervlcw ; 

til 't 

I 1 

1 ’]■; I'rm 

nu i .*< 

!’o • [■ 

|; 

1: •.'elf. In 

• Uhl 

I! 

1, 

n. 

r j. i ’ i 

-■•" i! , 

M:<- Ol.’ICC 

■ 'uch 

i* ; 1 -4 •. , 

• i ' count 

for 


borondard. •' ion tint these two extraordinary 


m i ho* of . nli'h am in marked disparity with the 
*. o.s 1t:. o!* that perlon —V’O cash depo3l cs 
.,io ti> ..nil 'facturei'3' rayo'f a U totally ! 

• 1 t:i.i .. i’onn.nt ion. 

(r) .Mr Ity, *.u"i'i ’ thl s ; ">o2-V J .Jb not* 1'hi, 

i 

rlt.il" -i fro.-* thoa.- accounts, so- • 

I 

■ ■>.•!. i, , of i.nich :.ny subsoqaeatly have L.-en redopos- j 

ltd. J 

j ~i , , |' :'n <i ; itIc ■ j .’ll cah den 031 to 

i-i'Mn a an • .'urn a iiriri,- the years rrlor to 

i 

t . •• r>l", cons latent with the statements made by 
-r ci.i. ' ... to Interviews with m In .lay 1974. As 


I S. i'i ,n l.ly, It lr. iurpr lalny. tlv’t defendants 
,,V|1 , ... n linn -ueh canha in o:i the total • ir» .• 1 *... s In the 
i ji . ,,'|.ouni -. for a c- i be-lnnln.y In l?>2 (or 1 '>p , 0 . 

■ - 1 ..., 1 .n -n lasts r-'ri > : i " -.1 19 0 / to ha n-e -rvllest 

i. .-or will eh the Cl .-aer b rocovds he 1 any si -nlfl c?nne. 

• c -,f| icr aub!">eins to flio Hast Mew York Savin-.s 
• , the r.i.iI, rant bavin;?# Panic and The 'l*'oonwiuh lavln ;s 

, y r--«ia<...ttod only records boRlnnin;-; In 19*>7. if 
'. i , ■: ,,;iy prior years could have been of .any conce'/'hl 
•! . „• • t.y .!••fondants in the prcr.mtation o’ their 
i. ti ,I trl .1 notion, nu'fly they would have requested 

{, 

.1 ,i ■ > tli it i.' . 


« 
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JCf.: Uo. 
73-0/56 
d-'l? I 


Cho . U:.al t ;nk Deposits 

l’t. As ?. part of the I” claim that Hr. Olasser 
! r-celvod navofi'-i I'ron union manufacturers exceeding $160,900, 

i 

jj defendant:; include deposits made by Mr. and Mrs. Olisser in 
j; their Chemical dank checking account in 19/1, 19/2 and 1 '.>73 


;• total!.i.; bl 2 ,117.96. Those uep03its occurred a; „cr Hr 


, Cl .-.sser 


!: i • -► the market and nnv ar ;uable payoffs to him ha l Jessed 

li 

l> and ... a year .after the date of the last payoff to .a unioA 

I oiTle**1 teatiried to by (Jlasscr at the trial. As such they | 

!, are totally Irrelevant and their inclusion in defendants' 

I! i 

!' analysis here la rrnsaly misleading. During the nendeney of 1 
'i the earlier new trial motions, defendants possessed similarly 
: irrelevant material with respect to sj zings account deposits 
if In those latter years, but there correctly chose not to use It. 

lb. The new records from Chemical Bank are, further-, 
noro, consistent with the information provided by dr. Olasser 
j during the May 197h interviews as discussed at par.es 1 and 2 
1 of the file memorandum of a further interview with Hr. Olasser 

l' 

on August 23, 19/4, a copy of which Is attached hereto :i» 

! H.xhlult 7. 

Alleged Government Suppression 
o' - (Evidence Received By It At The 
Time of the First i.’o.f Tr- 1 a l Motions 

16. Do fen fonts assert that during the pendency of 

t! t new trial notions th> jovornr.rr.: receive 1 financial 

| 1 1 . oriiVitlon, 1 ,c . , the reco-dn of deposits in the savin'--; 

! a cunts from 1962 throuen 1*66 and certain of the Chemical 

; : .\k checking account records, which was relevant to deter- ^ 

I mlnation of those notions, and which it knowingly and cieliber-. 

!l it.ely nnnprenan l from defendant.; and this Court. Defend vita 

li mm continue that that alleged suppression in and of itself 1 


i 
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3 • 


i . i 


i ■ < 


jcr;:bj 

73-0796 


No' 


u 


requires a new trial. That charge is contradicted by the 
pertinent facts wnich are set forth below. 

17. On April 22, 197**, counsel for defendants 
in Stofskv served papers in support of a new trial motion 
based on certain bank records of Jack and [Jetty Glassor wnich 
tncy had subpoenaed, part during and part after tne Stofshy 
trial. On May 21, 197'* counsel for Schwartssaum served 
paners in support of a new trial motion based on the sane 
records. 

18. Following receipt of the papers in support 
of the original new trial motion in atofshy . the government 
commenced an investigation of the allegations in these j a;ers 
ns well as a broauer investigation of the fur manufacturing 
industry. As discussed in my affidavit sworn to on .lay 23, 
197*1, and previously submitted in opposition to defendants' 

|, first new trial motion in Stofslcy , government counsel inter¬ 
viewed Mr. and Mrs. Glanser on May 3, . 13 and 1**, 197**. In 

| addition grand Jury subpoenas were Issued on May 9 and 10, 
197*1, for additional financial records of Mr. and Mrs. 
Glasser, Including subpoenas for records from Chemical Bank 

!l 

|j and the Dollar Savings Bank as well as for records from The 
bast New York Savings Dank, Emigrant Savings Dank and The 

| 

Greenwich Savings Dank, whicli covered a broader time period 
than had been specified in the earlier subpoenas Issued by 
the Stofshy defendants. Copies of the grand jury subpoenas 

ji 

directed to those five institutions are attached hereto as 
exhibit 8. In response to those subpoenas, The Greenwich 
1 Savings Bank and the emigrant Savings Bank forwarded document 
I with letters dated May 19 and May 22, 197**, respectivcl;;—in¬ 
cluding documents for the years 1962 through 1966; represent¬ 
atives of Chemical laid: and The Cast how York Savin ;o .can/ 
dellvereu documents to me on May 21, 197**» and .a representa¬ 
tive of the Dollar Savings Dank delivered uocumcnts to me 
on lay :'2, l r *7**. 


HTJ .» «7« «■••• 



JC.'i . h-..! 
T\ -'y; >i' 

). «'i ’.'i 
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10. ’.lion I reviewed the above docunents. It war 


•ti t ••'•cut that everything cal 1 d for In the subpoenas ha.' not 


\y.t> nroduced—• 'Ttleulary t • Chemical Dank. While the 


'Chemical T'.ir.U nubr>o-»na had called for all monthly statement.; 


tul i.- t> i* 11. .illrn for no *iod bcr.lnninr: January 1, 1' ’ A 0 


•vu ;U Decw hot* 31, 1573* the Dank had produced only o-i./ * 


’ Monthly nt.atrv.ents for t;' nontha hoc orbs-" 1968 throw *h 


>er 35/1 ann July 1072 ;!n*oush Atv.unt 1973* an 1 ■ 


'-o.hioo . 'o deiorli. r.llns. 


io. i wan aware i.nnl new trial ..otlons sere 


. ,<!In;; .In Jtofrl.^ and Sc ! '-'.arc :u •• i with sentencing o<* t.;e 

;.'itofsl;y defendant;! scheduled for May 31* 197*1, and sentencing 


>i . •;iiw;i: , t:;b"n..n scheaulsd for Juno *i, 197*1. dr ny .judgr ent . 


. *, the ban' roeorda which hi been produced in response 


i|to th • rtrand Jury subpoena;; did not establish that any state- 


■ nt lti the r.nv.-rr nt's o.v hie;, bat i^en sutr.it1 lr 


liivsn me to the Dto r ".' : and .’.oh.; irtzbrun notions was 


t iron rum. On r ~"/ 30, 107*1, 'srtntant United States Attorney 


!jV. ‘I'D . ’'Tynan. Jr. , v/ho had served r.s trial counsel In 


ilochvnirt i.bv.i a, and T r.et with Silvio J. Mo3 do, Chief Assistant 


! Unite I St-'t »s Attorney for the Southern Ill -trlct of ilow York. 


d I ac nrsof'. with hi.'! whether • ahouli m'e an limed late 


l • 11 . In dt riots' con -I and the oust of Uu 


I..1 <*Inane'. .1 erds of "r. nd ”ra. Class-r. 


(Alternatively, ko considered .•h"t her we sliould wait until 


.••a obinlin.J 11 the r"‘cords • r ti ' bl and d .* 'mined their 


revel mice to the new trial notion, with nroUictlor. of any 


Idocunentr. which could ov'n or :uab’y nrovido suonort for 


> y. 


i 
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: l.'*. I 

n/'/i 

»i 


writ position to bo made to derendantn' counaol at that 
ii „ , 1 

| ;Mt , ;,r. ’ olio concurred that the ber.t procedure to joIIow j 

wn , the latte., on-, and wo determined to continue the lnv?nti-J 
- ion. T pointed out to Mr. Hollo at th-t n««otlnthat wo '■ 

• ( . I,,". ... i t/n» Con *fc In the oarers which wo hid one ' 

ln op|w>.'iti<>n to u, pending atofak* and Schwwtubaun new 
1 ‘ 1 *io ’ . . • furth invcstipM. L,.u el’ the fur s i- 

• .| • - . i ! r • ry 'Hit .t up*'. 

1. On .< n'oi-> it lor; .r.d biliof, the folio*. ’** vise , 


I! 


office i.*. Kryran review u ith 


• n: •luo ny ah nonce - 

, ^ ,! j i. . p- ( r of ...io Criminal Division o. c:."* 

. v .-.oy •» nerico. the matters discussed durinr 
tl •’.y 30 -.'tir : .,Ith Mr. Mollo. Mr. 2dwards agreed that 
Kh0 .. 4l i „, t ■ i • . nice. .Til rroduotlon of the incomplete 
1 <' lr. mclal j •••o".: lr.it •nthr.’ pursue the continuing inv.-.-.tl- 

i r*-'tlon. 

,'C. Hurl.! * dune through August 197** we attenrt.'d 
■ U b-•iu U > f t ' -’Ini, ■ financial records that were 


'I 


av:, il. i ! . Att ichod hereto is l.xlvlblt 9 rre copies of 


I' letters dated J.mo ’U, 19V'» and July 19, 197'* to Chemical 

. c ncornlr. kictlon or additional materials. All 

! : n - ,.*,•» reralnlr : awaliable Chemical documents were finally 
r .-;)di,c- . oi -net lb, 19V *, 1 '• -iudlnr. d-poalU allpfl r °-’ 
deposit, shown on t no monthly state* .into for the non,:' . 
j )) •-*■'iti '* ribG thvourh Docenher 197 d and June 1972 th.rou *h 
At. ir.t 1 '<[ ; whan the .account was closed. I was lnfornr- it 
t . . .. \,y : r •..entai lv - o ' Chemical Hank that monthly 

•Iten.n . for the riasasr accounts for the months orlor to 
,o.., . i r 3 , ' been destroyed, that the monthly state-.it* 
, , . j. M1 ., n ,. ; i 17 • • .-on *h May 1972 were taiealnc, and that :ia 


I 






.re 1 

Y un?<;'. 

.1. '»; ’ *i 


*'11ici' daro-.lt :;H»*n wore .••v.-iilnt’i . T also '•■nuectc.l 
fo: 1 <!->ou teM-.j fi-n.i the Savln.-a vik, which ’ 

• v/lth a oo'. orlnr letter a-tod ,Tul- : , 1971). 

-‘’I- Kollo-.-' m: '-ocelot uni. analysis of the 
. •< U «>•••' > Cl.e-:'- >.». Liu:::- cio.'itr. •>•■»<•. ;; , »••.«.**. e'-.- -‘letocJ onr 
■ ’ - : mta *>• labl I’r « ana I lit :: 

'' I ’i l .. ’ »•"» ;•>tih os; At; .■• r*l, toy.’ 

0 •./ "t 1 . :’*■■> l;; nr 


'H.1’ ' - ' ' . . 0 

| 

• ‘ - f *'• 1 •' • ’ i, lo u -chort ..r.-wo as 

IV. " • !; *1.»t** *• 1 ir.t.' -v' • •• - 

1 hi ; t'*p • ,r> to ■ ' iiu ' , !* • the H \v 19/** . 

v ' -- - ’'ti'- *'>.■* follow In-; ..Kirs , he v. :U. that h' 

: " '•••,■ ; ’.i I-10 • "••o” --nufartu*^..-— In l .;! ■ > 

, " 1 " J ’ ' ’ -ial-'-h '••tth his -rller r th-t those «v>-. 


3'-.*’ 1 accounts. * 


|, ' ■ . 1 ! -.i1th hi -• at- ten 

vie..; ’.ill.*, I'ic :’olio'..|,n : 

I ’ 

I" ! . v r-.-e -1 ' .1 1 v'o \\ 



I 

* 1 1 1 



CO.* 1 ' . '. 

1 ' 

•ll 

,000 to 

$'■ 

i, 0 1 * 1 V 1 1 l]l> 

. 

r r* * • 

, 

■f ;.ha 

t v: • 

t 

n • 1>1 1 : 1-1 his 

i; .'»'i ;• 

»l 

19 V '• 

' ’ito;’ 

v t a\ ■ 


r. G 1 . r hid 

• 

odd . 

’ t ho 

; -or* -• 

.7:1 

: In hi., aavir.n 

1 !•: 

1 r < 

r 1 t>h 

.rit-i 

PC 

f. # ! r . r 

jt. t 

t;> • 

fact 

o p tl- 

1:1 

i) 1 aeon *,1;; tone 

.1. 

Il 

1 ’ 

• ' Ci' 

1 

• 

• . • l* ; th 

. -1 

1 


",0 t'; 

••’■i i. 

. 1 , 

' ’or 

1 






)• COM • 

.1 rail 

<• of 

tho - 

In 

, ronaoction v.-ll 

IlV 

t 

cat'. 

. "0 


over, ; ’ 1lo th 


J • 1. • • * 


i ’ ' ri ' ! co 11 .'' ;> font with the Income, expense nn.l errii-.nla’ 

1 

p ot forth In M/hlhI i, 1 of ny affidavit sv-or-n to on Hav ;*3, 

I i:>Y»l, l". ir.l T 'lotemln •»! to nn!:o available to 0 •» •... i 

1 

!;itantr.’ :-auiu;.jl th-' records for that cheekin': account as • 'll. 


I 
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. x', vr; 1 C Ml. M Pi’.-' ■" -1 til '' • 

t.;' d . ui.., * • v.t■' 'j. ■ ' i i■ t..»r • then tint the r:'tr*'l M •; 

' will oil v; ,i-l oi'' -( iv i liable for "nil' vovl'-i. T 

th ■ ic*.tt-.* In •• • oj'fi,'.. on "und ;>. r.optomb .• r 1, i' 1 /’ . 
••.i a left •;; t . i- l . '.'ii ■'-*y, Scj'tftv.ber 3, ' f- *•' 

, w ... } j . uv irt : iV • i ‘..vo ,itrip to Europe the ovenIni; u.“ 

i| 

r :li.: , 1 m away fr i"; V..' > 

>' .o.nh- • L, I >7'!, tln'OU :h b.r 10, 197**. •' •• 

i-;, ■ off'.-’ on -..M'-r L 1 , 1 •(•'*, ' • viluj 

,.i,. t. h ->'-<ijsft of a in ■: 'o th" letter Inf. not boon mil.M; It 
, • . H.--J to Mint s’ lttormpn on tint Oil 

/•j. in li -»>*, of i.i'.u fororjo.'n-:, defendants• n ■ • ■ 
ion th vl. i. .vori -i -nt durin; the pendency of the ('i-■* 

, , | ..> i • -1. .. . r.urrronaeU i!'-*iitr.ijc It kr. o 

'to be i. 'i;ont -Vi 1 r-'/oi -h I ; to defendant.; in without -•it 

r 

'■ !'o" hj Vn;- 

!i 

?0. Alt. .-iintlv.'ly tha notion in r.chw e.rtsbmr ; »*•••' 

ii ,, • i r ion(- i ..>•/ I- ."In- rv, hh .? i51".l*• ’ '. l I'..' r ' 


• ... 


iLint’:; it.lon i The if71 davit submitted In. support 

pi' the .'h:liwnrt;;biin notion i”'.:es two points in to why the 


!‘:„„.*t . .I. 1 or.i'.-r : .eh ; h«.'V*in-:: firat, to pirn 1 L cour. 'l 

j.., 'iv. further bur.h record« of Hr. and Mrs. Olaaner 

;■ . 1 1 ;' i i, • , alo- i;s to all fattlln of t.-* 

l| 

...,orn i ai ’n 'urtl -r luv latlf.ntinn of tho fur ranul seturers 

l| 

i )ont* fie ' by Hr. 'VI i , - •• is ini In, rRyefs s"/l nmnra ndi 

-, nv i;,i 't!i my of those -nufioturors (r;*. Af-l'O 

27. An "videntiiry hoarlnr Is not necessary In 

t iivl^r to allow r.chwii't/.baun to subpoena further records M- 
.! til • ,, 0 -aum .if h.'.s already mil -oenaed the ban!; roue 
th-- i ;•!od ,iiu;'iirv 1, i960, ttirouf-h Daeenber 31. i°V3» 

!! 

i.t it.-, do "eu finta all of tlw record a produo id In 

ii 

...„on ie to thr.no subpoenas. i.Uth rarvrd specifically to . " 
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.Tc;r;; i o.i 
r;-OY'C 
M \;Ji 


I Choice'll Pank ni,t. n ch > \i horde nr. r ,xhih.it k n :lr. in 

[nfTiJ.iv.lv of Victor Qundrt, a Clark In tlT keoal Donirtn .-nt 
nf Cbr,ileal Hark, uhloh states that thft follouln.- Iter: 'Vr 

i fuMc 1 . ut.' tr. null fin-.. Clamor ar« : »t • v-.t : ( 1 ) 


•f 17 l* '• 


’j 


|<-''I'.- (?) r-iVM. 


*.:!.J-’iwiv T>7? throu--h I'.ay 1‘<Y7: . (3) taros 1V 


; 5. ; i n. in eel to s ionnu mint, the «-nv« 

■ 'ill i' ■ 'hM.it - 1 In nr: nsl V t o.i to the '-art lev “tot ' m 

i:i 1 '• i • i . t •’( "f itiffU. .vlt il-carloe In detail I. i< 


o" Ul’.O 


l • M.f'-n-'ya .tj tit reap rot to Mr. Clr-aor. 


1 • --it- ■ • n not rro'luaod ’he- na-en of other fur 

it :;uf •' -u- >".i tarn*'lri.-'i! h • U’. (Manner or Information 

lj 

i:i " I • .utbaen v.f totarvt . t t.li r.uc'.i * ’’uf.a ,'turars• 

|| 

r * ;• • r : nt M •ion’ to of Hint Inforvnit ’ •‘'r v»^u].d s: ’ cv:~ 1 1 

ji 

I o* nni’Ml the emitt-v.iln;' Investigation of the fur lr.ili. hr,”. 

'•‘urtf-.oven If certain •-•nufact'irerf. 'lurlnr th.* 

l, 

|i tnv I i .m dan! I i-v;i:ln;r nay-amta to Mr. Glasser an :-.o 

I. 

n 

, clnl-ifi , that shnn if! not h-io da fondants hero, him hh 1 -—rui. 


oil j.,T Cohe.t 


Mi*. Glasser's chu-• 


' *••*.. ’i (* * r»:h 1 o y ? , • :*•»*; tYi? or' inn'll lp M c*■ ?** "v!' 

|| I. . fit -l, until iiarc’i lb'/fi, \.-hen the:.' nl uaded p;u!lty. 

he>r*tri, un'tt Knovlrdr;r 0 f Bant* 

Rouerdr °r.l.qr to Trial._ 

"i. Th ir'ii'vli by Schwartr.bT.Ki'rre-*" t c. . 
r,"! , lv.l'.tn"tt I’-odiky, submitted In suDport of fchv'’rVr,ba'.;--' c 
j n••■'r.rtnt notion states at rare 5; "Following the Instant 
j’ trial (A. 'T), dif'-n.-tc counsel learned about the batik 
|| re coral-. ».'!.! eh rovra iTt iMasscr’r. caul) deposits.' 
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EXHIBIT 5 







V'i' ! ': nc -1 
l!-'l lfl 
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jack Atm RET7 V 05'orrcp 

ItIDl VTPUAt. 1 r”-Vl r l’:' :' v |‘.A MK f . V > V.”i Pi I*A!IK 1 *F(*« " 
rc:"' v.v ry'v;-;>y—";r' rn i);••••'; pi '.vt. 


cr "tcm, ha::k 



Cn;.h 

Checks 

Undei.crr 'rod To 1 •> 1 

13/9/68 


29.00 


i 3 / 9/68 

300.00 



13/U/C8 

990.00 

10.00 


Total 

$1 ,190.00 

$ 37 - 5 

$1 .325.00 

1/6/09 


187 50 


1/37/69 

A.900.00 



3/3t /r 

900.00 



*i/1*i/69 


187.90 


*1/21/69 

1 ,900.00 



*1/2*1/69 


500.00 


9/9/99 


78.88 


5/18/69 

300.00 



5/28/6,9 

3,850.00 

35.00 


r/if/cy 


70.00 


6/25/69 


235.00 


7/7/99 


187 . 9,0 


7/31/09 


167.00 


7/20/69 


c 

0 

0 


(:/]/< o 



300.00 

8/30/6.9 


91.68 


9/9/99 

'100.00 



10/V99 


21'l .00 


10/! :/09 


30.00 


11 / 3/09 


59.60 


11/9/99 

368.00 

15.00 


17 / 10/99 


3 < 1 6 .'t 0 


1?/13/(9 

'100.00 



Tot .’il 

$12,6177.'(To 

$2,335.26 

$T00T00 *1*1,65 3.26 

1/12/70 


210.00 


1/39/70 

600 . CO 



3/2*1/70 

300.00 



3/19/70 


60.00 


'1/9/70 

390.00 

200.00 


*1/9/70 

'100.00 



9/9/70 


85.30 


9/19/70 


31.31 

' 

! /19/70 


l'l .00 


0/11/70 

100.00 



0/1.7/70 

COO.00 

10.00 


7/0/70 


200.00 


7/83/70 

301*.00 



7/37/70 


23.00 


7/38/70 

1 ,700.00 



3/3/70 


59.80 


6/*l/70 


25.50 


9/10/70 


1*' .00 


i'/r 9 /70 


100.00 


*’ /r / n r 


.00 


. 1 1 1 J 


2t . . vi 


; 0/1 f ,/y 0 


r / 9 


10/it /yr» 


■ .00 


f' / r /yr, 


3 'l'l .00 

1 ti.‘ ■? 


I * - ( • 


i 1 


• • 

. 

7,T . 






V 
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Date 

Cash 

Checks 

Undeternlned 

Total 

l / D /71 


369.1 0 

• 


2 / 29/71 


126.85 



3 /' 1/71 


292.30 



9 / 5/71 


381.95 



5 / 18 / 7.1 


288.20 



6 / 3/71 


188.90 


♦ 

o/il/'M 

290.00 

150.00 



7 / 7 / V3 


393.90 



7 / 27/71 

120.00 




8 / 2/71 


76.50 



8 / 3/71 


202.70 



8 /? 3/71 


39.06 



9 / 3/71 


193.90 



9 / 7/71 

100.00 




9 / 17/71 

200.00 




9 / 27/73 

100.00 




10 / 9/71 

199.00 




10 / 9/71 


256.00 



11 / 1/71 


76.50 



11 / 9/73 

100.00 




12 / 6/71 

200.00 




Total 

$ 1 , 2ir.oo 

$ 5 , 975.16 


$ 9 , 189.16 


[JANUARY 

- MA.v 1972 

ledrers and corresponding 


deposit 

slips not available] 


Date 

Cash 

Checks 

Undeternlned 

Total 

779772 

190.00 

115. 0U 



7 / 0/72 


210.00 



8 / 9/72 



277.00 


8 / 9/72 



250.00 


8 / 29/72 


250.00 



9 / 9/78 

150.00 

115.00 



9 / 12/72 


217.00 



3 0 / 2/78 


115.00 



10 / 9/72 


953.30 



10 / 81/72 


115.00 



11 / 2/72 



51.00 


11 / 3/72 


293.30 



18 / 9/72 


293.30 



Total 

"" 3 ‘ noTO'o 

$2 , D 7 TT . T 6 

' 957 b .00 

$ 2 , 959.90 

1 / 2/73 


115.00 



1 / 3/73 


372.09 



2 / 9/73 



952.93 


2 / 28/73 


117.90 



3 / 9/73 


293.30 



9 / 2/7 3 



325.00 


9 / 3/73 


293.30 



9 / 13/73 


2 , 210.00 



6 / 29/73 

300.00 

21.60 



7 / 3/73 


357.80 



7 / 6/73 


215.50 



Total 

“ J300.00 

$ 3 , 895.99 

$ 777.93 

$ 9 , 973 . 9 ? 





Y'iT: nr- 3 

ij-'t 11 
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1loti: 

7/11/! 1 
in/!f /» i 
i;•/;• i 


>1/;•()/. V* 

5/1 It/t'f' 
7/!/(•:• 
o/iy/i :> 

J J /H/r ;> 
i i/i ',/(■:! 
'IT i! ;i ! 

i/iy/f.3 

Tnt.nl 


Cnnh 


DOLLAR fAV I’T" RANK 

P_h (_cl_r. Un<!(. 1 c rn’ r.C(! 

500.00 
050.00 
J .lOO.'V 


Pp 3-71 

T7 53. 7 1 


'Pot r ! 


2 , 5 •„ o. o $, ,5'n.nn 

500.00 
/| 00.00 
300.00 

505.00 
250.00 
1 ,000.00 
05,3?o.00 


$3,375.00 


$?53.7.' 


3/1 2/n'i 

To Pal 

y/i ;v f '. 

7/1 'I/O' 
7/oO/r‘ 
i./o/fo, 
{,/1 p/r s 

Total 


$5on.P»; 

550 / 1/65 

1 , 000.00 
12,POO.00 
500.00 
600.00 
6no.no 
TIT, 7 oo. co 


0 5 n /| .65 


?15,700.00 







t 





I 


. . . 1 ... I 

'.l-'l I 0 
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rn 

j . 

i!K J-Ar.T ’! T \ M 

vnt>K rAVpy:;’, i,,-; 

tv- 

Mate 

Oanh 

Choc 1 : rt 

Unfit: ten :!i:cl 

TOI :» 1 

30 / 37/67 

791.09 




l 8/27/67 

8,690.00 

3 6 5 .2') 



’Iota ] 

$37001.05' 

$ 3"6 5 ". 8 7 i 


9 ? 08 C '■> O 
■ * • . . 

2/1'1/68 

1,800.00 




'1/8/68 
5 / 80/68 
.1 0/28/68 
TotaJ_ 

1,890.00 
3,000.00 
6(T,o'Jo. 00 


3 ,ono.oo 



" 73 , mo. no 

•' 9 , 056.00 

8 / 7/69 

3 / 1 "/6 9 

2,000.00 

118.88 



3 / 31/69 

V 3 0/6 9 

1,000.00 

8.00 



7 / 89/69 

'1,000.00 



8 / 80/69 

1,300.00 




18 / 23/69 

'1,800.00 




. 12 / 86/69 

2,100.00 




Total 

$19,200.00' 

"$ 126.88 


$ 15 , 326.88 

8/8'1/70 

350.00 

163.80 



'i/f /70 

2,900.00 



' 1 / 9/70 

600.00 




7 / 28/70 

3,500.00 




8/1/70 

2,150.00 




9 / 83/70 

550.00 




Total 

$ 9,650750 

$163.80 



' 1 / 7/71 


'100.00 



9 / 7/71 


880.'10 



Total 


$1,220. '10 


$3 ,22P.'!0 

9 /' 1/7 8 


275.80 



6 / 9/72 


200.80 



18 / 13/72 


2 , 57 '*. 31 



Total 


$ 3 , 050.91 


$ 3 , 050.91 

l/'l /73 


2'i 3.30 



6/' 1/7 3 


2 ^ 3.30 



Total 


”Pff6'.6o 


$ '186.60 
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(Ml 6 




Mr'iCHA!/:* mavij 

i.' 

Ofir.li 

Che cl:.', 63 v 

-1 /1 ( / f ' 

. # ■ . * -1 1 

p r. r. _ n n 


;•/: r /.'? 

?6o.oo 


3/1 3/6? 

100.00 


1 ,' .•. /6? 

100.00 


: /.’ /' ? 

100.00 


:: 

100.00 


6/6/6? 

150.00 


6/7/fv 

100.00 


6/7/6? 


'15.00 

f./i »i/6? 

100.00 



200.00 


6 /?v6? 

77.35 


7/0/6? 


60.16 

7/13/6? 

1—1 

o 

o 

o 


7 /?0/6? 

250.00 


7/:n/f ? 

200.00 


8 /8/6? 

250.00 


a/-;('/6? 

250.00 


0 / 6 / 6 ? 

200.00 


0/3 M/6? 

260.00 


10/3/6? 

200.00 


.10/1/6? 

100.00 


10.1/6:* 

150.00 


30/ 11/0? 

300.00 


3 0/11/6? 

200.00 


11 /.'3/C? 


71.18 

1 ?/1?/6? 

800.00 




'Trrcrrr 

3 /?/63 

■30.00 


1/3 '1/6 3 

230.00 


1 /16/03 

147.37 


7/16/0,3 

1,300.00 


7/17/63 

350.00 


6/6/63 

860.00 


6/10/63 

700.00 


M/3 '1/63 


55.80 

M/10/63 

660.00 


M/30/63 

500.00 


0/o/C 3 

250.00 


o/io/63 

250.00 


il/l?/63 

800.00 


l.’/l 3/63 

500 .(0 


'J’otri .1 

$6,577.37" 

$55.80 


'I'd : 


1 


$11 , 603 . 6 ° 
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l>l 1.0 

i/p/6'i 
i/i wci\ 
i /:•()/( >\ 

• / i j/'j'i 

:•/.'>!/C't 
'l/2/O'l 
ii/y/rii 
; i/ ) o/C^i 
'j/vrdi 

y/j vr.'i 

8 / 3 / 6 'I 

i i/io/6'i 
Tot.nl 

3/80/67 

'l/8'l/67 

Total 

7/5/68 
8/29/6 8 

Tot nj. 

10/6/69 
i0/17/69 

10/2'i/69 

10/31/69 

ll/l 2/0 9 
11/17/69 
ll/8'l/69 

Total 


Oaah 

'100.00 

200.00 
[300.00 
7OP.00 
POO.00 
300.00 
'150.00 

1 , 100.00 

900.00 

1,500.00 

ecT^jfiTW 

1 , 000.00 

$r;oo(T;*oo 

970.00 

2,850.00 

$3,8po.oo 

P,500.00 


£2757)0. oo 


Check r; 


539.39 


82.62 


vb 7T7UT 


'10.80 
PioTCo 


9 'i ?. ? 7 
$ 9't P. 2 7 

613.06 

82.57 

93.35 

93.35 

93.35 

107.35 

108.35 

£17.191.38' 


Undott »" , t* re 


Vot.nl 

$6872.0 1 

n.n'io.fio 

?'1,762 .27 

* 3•6' 1 1 .38 
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VI : tic- 7 
r|-41(. 


2 /[ 6 / 6 ? 
i' 10/6? 

i 

i/2j/6? 

■ /251/f.r 
1 /31/0? 

(/7/OP 
0/1 'i/Oj? 

6 /??/«'? 
7/0/0? 
7/17/6? 
7/3 n /6? 
cV?/f 2 
’V30/6? 
0/31/6? 
9/11/6? 
<)/?5/62 
1C /‘./O'? 
10/10/6? 

1 l/l <1/6? 
11/26/62 
11/27/6? 
Total 

1/2/63 

1 / 7/63 

1 / 111/63 

10/7/63 

Total 

1/2/0 <1 

1/7/6<l 

2/1 3/6*1 

3/10/C'i 

<>/2/C<! 

H/7/64 

6/7/64 

7/14/64 

1/3/64 

1/17/64 

11/10/64 

Tfjta) 

4 / 0/67 
‘•/l 0/67 
, ./. , ?/0>7 
f /;?/67 

Tot cl 

‘1/lO/t.H 

'.'o_tai_ 
10/1 0/0 ‘1 


thk om-i'ir.m-ii r.Avrio? ' wrr 

,r,h Chec ks Unclftorrlrofl 

500.00 
150.00 
100.00 
50.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
200.00 
250.00 
300.00 
200.00 
250.00 
150.00 
250.00 
500.n0 
500.00 
50.00 
200.00 
52.50 
10 0.00 
$TTT: 62.50 

50.00 

250.00 

476.33 

400.00 

$17^3733 

400.00 
6,808.44 
400.00 
600.00 
200.00 
300.00 
549.70 
510.00 
1 , 000.00 
450.00 
1.500.00 
012,71'.; 7TT 

2,100.00 1,420.06 

3,900.00 

550.00 25.00 


$4.302.50 


$1,178.33 


$1 .71? .14 


;'.T7'5tJ .00 fipm5.00 


50.00 

T‘)<r. 0 (i f_ .0 45.06 


1.080. 00 

• ■ 7 ~ • 


$ 1, r.P.o .00 


82.57 
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Mi*,i.Aiii ' ' ac "-ai. K'-no*-:? m AiTTnAVi'in 

' r.!» : ,v D'M'KI.taht.t' cci'iif H._ 


A IT'da- 


i M'.rTd "rodskv 


"filasscr's testimony, 
elicited by the Govern- ( 

rent •• a -rant o«* [ 

comp I el »• 'mnun’ty, »'*.n 

i-ollo.--. ^ 

(i) That ho was paid i 

tl^O.no or four scpa- t 

rato occasions by 
Mr. Schwartr'.bnu-: , of 
which he pave ore- 
half to Charier. 

Hoff . . . ." 

"!'.c withdrew from a clatn 
that he made that money 
was bclnr rale to Charles 
Hoff, a union official, 
and reinstated that claim 
after the* prosecutor 
showed him a memorandum 
which the prosecutor had 
prepared of an Interview 
with filar,ser (Tr. 191-200, 
222-228)." 

"At the trial of the 
union officials, counsel 
for the defendants had 
subpoenaed bank records 
which led to the disclo¬ 
sure that Olar.r.er had 
financial assets In excess 
of one hundred thousand 
dollars." 

"Follow'.nr the Instant 
trial (A. *»5), defense 
counsel learned about the 
hank records which re¬ 
vealed filarsor's cash 
deposits." 

"The financial Information 
which we wi re riven Indi¬ 
cates that the first pay¬ 
ments received po back to 
only to 19f’9 not to 19<'2." 


Mr. Olnsscr testified 
(a) that he received 
payi-eiits from 
Mehwe.rt r^um or. thr f "- 
occasions and (h) that 
the amount of each 
payment from fchvrarta- 
baum. to him was C?,00. 


Mr. filarsc'r’s testimony 
never varied that he 
pave Charles Hoff one- 
half of each of the 
payments he received 
fren Schwartzbaum. 


Mr. Olasser testified 
at tne Sto fsky trial 
that he> had financial 
a: si In excess of 
$1(0.')0U in response to 
cross-exam*na 11 on 
concerning entries In 
his Income tax returns. 


See Exhibit 11 to this 
Afc - davit. 


mho bank records for Mr. 
Glamor's accounts r-.de 
available to defendants' 
counsel show deposits 
at tne Dollar Snv1r*-s 
Dan! In 1961 and at both 
tilt ;. ’ -rant Rsvlnps Dank 
and . ■ Orcenwlch 
Sav'r.rs lank In 1992. 


Affidavit pf Elkan Abranowltx 


, . ; t he ■ • rer.betv't that 
the pov n i.cnt, durlnr 
t he ltivi :• 1 * rat Ive stare 
of tl ■ !>■ 1 i’l l 1 -'nr,:;, 

con tticti . “ull tax 
■>ud11;• o' - the defendants 
a: rc.i.aJ' 1 'n the 3500 
...»«.rt nl ■ - audl tn 
which riveiled nowhere 
no a i* th'.; hi nd Oi* riet 
worth." 


evasion n- was 1 
on tin failure to 
as Income the spe 
illi-al w-yner.t: 

In other count:; o^ 
1 nd'.ctm.i nt. The 
Revenue •ervlcc d' 
conduct "ft;! 1 ta: 
of the ntof.iky do' 


) 
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DEPARTMENT OF JfSTICl 


: : 'ortcT/ c-r 3, 19V 


FROM : ^' 

As: 


,• fauftta, v. T’lO'ur- ?p;-:ma:i, 

.it; Unite.] States Attorneys 


Stofskv; United Strees v. Uchwartsbaum 


suujr.cT: United States v. Stofskv; unitea sc 
Further Interv? ew v:lth J pc' 0lesser 


On Friday, August 23, we intervievred Jack Classer at the Federal 
Buildliu: in Miami, Florida, and reviewed wish hin further finan¬ 
cial records ,;hich we had obtained. The in ;erviev_be t “an'at ap¬ 
proximately C o . si. and concluded at approx; etely 6:30 n.m. 

Mrs. Olasser v;as in the hospital last week, end v/e were not able 
to interview her. 


I960 Tnco r.e end P ^ros lts 

V/c asked Mr. Olasser about the deposits she - . 
Bank records, particularly for the year lyc 
deposited olt ,653.26 into their account the: 
cash, $ 2 , 339.26 in checks and 0300.00 in or. 
Those denosits added to t.ne deposits and an 
the savings accounts of Mr. and Mrs. Olasser 
or vC,657•76 more than the 336 , 263-62 total 
calculated that Mr. Olasser received in 19 C. 
ler interviews. 

The largest cash deposit in the Chemical ac 
January'27, 1969, Mr. olasser believes came 
from manufacturers in late 1963 which he ha 
donosit box. Mr. Olasser had previously tcM 
received substantial sums of money from mar.* 
oer 1 ? 6 3, but the bank records do not shew 
posits in anv cf his accounts curin'; that r 
the records cf the Olassers* savings accourv 
of :'2,3p0 ir. December 1967 and cosh deposit 
ber 1969. The Chemical sank records arc nc 
ber 1967; the Chemical Manic records for Dec 
deposits of 3400. 

Mr. Clas'ser said he could not think of any 
other 'than those he had already described t 


is - , n by the Chemical 
?6 when the Olassers 
icme: 312.018.00 in 

;r. ■ or the other, 
in•crest in 1969 in 
sev totalled 342,921.37, 
al :f funds which we 
96 ; based cn our earl- 


runt, $4,500 on 
m cash received 
held in his sn'e 
i us that he had 
.'acturers in Mecom- 
■j substantial do¬ 
th. In contrast, 
shew cash deposits 
sf .,6,900 in Mecem- 
vail able for Uecem- 
~ber 1969 snow cash 


•urces of ir.cor'.c 
us to c-ccount for 
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the other depos.it:. in 1969. V.'e nointon o:;r J o him t ho fell'.' 
coiTck.tjoii botwoon certain cash deposits anc: stock purchases 
shown on records from E. Lowitz u Co.: 


January 2 l \, 1969, ourchaoca stock for 
January 27, 1969, deposited 99,990 ir. 
Chcnical account; January 29, 1969 , E 
& Co. credited the Glasser account wi 
from Chemical Bank for 03,271.25. 


■-> a 7 1 0 r . 
cash in 
. howl t:: 
th a check 


April 17, 1969, ourchased stock for CIC,330.50; 

April 21 , 1969, deposited 01,500 in c"h in 
Chemical account: April 22 , 1969, T .. Eowtis i 
Co. credited the Glasser account with a check 
from Chemical Bank for 91,500.50 (balance of 
$8,380.00 paid by check from The Greenwich Savings 
Bank). 

May 26, 1969, purchased stock for $3,553; May 
28, 1969, deposited $3,350 in cash in C.uencial 
account; June 2 , 1969, E. Lov/itz 1 Co. credited 
the Classer account with a check from Cscnical 
Bank for $3,650.00. 

The relation between the stock purchases and the cash deposits 
did not refresh Mr. Classer '3 recollection of any other source 
of funds. 

If the January 27, 1969, cash deposit is subtw 'ted from the 
total .1969 denosits because it is properlv atz; butable to 
1968 income, th.e 1969 deoosits then exceed th> funds v/hich 
we calculated that Mr. Glasser received in 196 by $2,157.75. 

A possible explanation of this rap is that our earlier esti¬ 
mate was’based on a conservative treatment cf ‘...a 1969 income 
disclosed in the earlier Glasser interviews: items about which 
Mr. Glasser expressed doubts were eliminated r.: j a lower fir-are 
was used where he rave a range of figures for item. If 
oucstionable items are included and higher figures are used, 
the pan disappear?,. 


Fluids. In .Gavi n ~s Ac counts and Inheritance 

V/hi]c in our earlier interviews, Mr. Glasser hr . ^nlv tolo us 
about pay... i ts from manufacturers beginning ir. 196$, he stales 
on August 23 that he first accented money from - r ur manufac¬ 
turer to arrange a payoff to a union official s.-.ortlv before 


/ 






i‘ : >'. ,i i’. : s I c 
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;.» -.0 62, when ho suffered a heart attar 1 /, and was aua / Yrc... 

-over?-1 months. ile first accents-*- suen ,},t '‘*r; lv ;v.—' 

■“ " **, and he believe:; his heart attack •• ir^ cause;: » / : • _ 

ulion,: in : in- shortly before the heart ^1; — r .; 

V,.-,:. illnc-ur.nltv: so-.cthinr on toe tolenoojo_ r r ■ cr , 

Ginascr's boas. Classcr feared tnat ~-.-.>,nad toi. ........ 

Greenhorn about the payment, but he later xca. r.ea 
had not. 

Mr rv „.™ said that as he received funds from. the r’arlufacturers. 
in * this early neriod he denosited his portion of then n -R e¬ 

counts at the Greenwich and Fmirrant banks. ^cfore^loo/in, c 

dcnor.lt s while he was ill, and increasing dor, .it , nor : 

The Greenwich and ami-rant records shoo se. ,i£s%hr.« e -=> '’tor 

February 16, 196?, throurn ..arch lo , : 196 > ?2 , 
nni i ] ' 1 v ?2 1062 ; and frenuent cash cie ; /Obi.. oe •- - » 

»cl! ■-lYo Sollon s,vinr-3 Bank reeords eho-, the follows <S«P<>»-- 
12/26/61, 61,100; 9/20/62, 0500; 5/lb/o2, v^Ou. 

Mr Gleaner maintained that ”rs. Glasser had inherited 0?0,000 ^ 
"oVo,*>0*> In Jcuelry and other assets lnolu^nj eaal^and to.... 
from her parents. !c was inexact about tn.. -- ^ 

lory of items which !trs. Classer had inherlso.. and ^°ut w 14 a 
• had ha one nod to -the inheritance, he said tnat he and . ro. - - 
had savlnrs accounts nrior to I960 totalling l. out jlO.OOO ^ 
part of those r.oncys nay have come from ..rs. -<--er o^u.en.o. 

He remembered savings accounts at t..e holla, . ' VVf°i 70 *-h 
First Federal Savings and Loan which was Ioc-.jJ c.t 170*n .. . 

The statement in our naners in opposition to t :ie r.ew trial 
that ai>nro:.i:’atc 1 v 690,000 to 650,000 of the rjneys in t e - 
bank accounts care from !*rs. Classcr's parent. ..ppcc.rs -o ~e 

and incorrect. 


) 
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EXHIBIT 8 






• \.. I « •• «!•-. • * M .1 • ■ 

V'j'iyir. :ka 

at. w \ 


c;.' 1 

Al l• • nt.i■ ;i: : s .v. .iynnc, lisq. 

20 Pint Sl-rfi*'. 

Ip-w York, Mow Vo >'k 

\> i ' • M ." ■ i' ■‘5 !':.•( :-ff Ini •.•ii— M and excusex livinr I:.in . .. 

t!in *»K ' \l> tV«Jl KM 1 *.| l! i Iw.dy i.f tin’ |.«' 0 |iU* ol til' 1 I'll'lif! V * 

Ifidriit N.'v: Vnl . :.i l'i ' i i. t Court to In* held at Hinni -^‘ j •- ! i. • I . 

tutu I'l l S.|'i i in ii'.- ll..i(.ui'!i of Manhattan. ( itv cif NY\\ V.*r'.. . ■ ii. "■ ' 

Iff 74, 10:00 uY'iicl. in the forOiKMin, |o ti s(il'i ami .eevuiii.e a r. . , :,i , 

nllci’i'il vinlaium«il Title Id, United States Code, Soct.ii.i 171 


ami nut t» depart tIn* Ciuii'f. without leave thereof, or of the United Statu \tt .rnoy, at il Inal • . i pro 
duee at the lime and place afort.atid the following: for Jack Glcr: :-.r i.nd/oi .''el.' Hr" 
for the period beginning January 1, 1960, through In rcnher 3J, 1073; 

(1) with respect to any checking accounts, copies of (a) all nonthly 
statements, (b) all deposit slips, (c) all cancelled check:.; 

(2) with respect to any savings accounts, (a) a tr lscript rl cnJr.g a.'.] 
deposits, withdrawals and interest payments, ('->) copies o.t all depot 
slips, (c) copies of all withdrawal slips; 

(3) with respect to any loans, copies of loan rocr "ds showing 

(a) date and amount of loan, (b) date and aroenc of interest payments 
and (c) date and amount of principal repayments, 

KOTF, : These documents are to bo delivered to the .'rarid Jury by 

Mr, Wynne or an alternate duly designated ^ nresentative or the 
date indicated unless an adjournment or alt.mate production 
procedure is requested and approved by the aited States 
Attorney's Oflice. 

\ 

Ami fin failure to attend a nil produce the said document* you will lie .1 med guilty if contempt of 
Court and liable to pi n.dtie.s of the law. 


1)at».u: New Vokk, N. Y... May 10, 197.4_ 


PAUL J. CURRAN 

Vnilvtl Slntm Allnrimt for ilir 

. I .%• |U 1 'oi l, 

Nun : /.’.pm/ nt /."<"•;< ; mi. In order to s ecure your witnexx fee : am! ul'.iiv, it i in u u th 

you retain tin. .Sul.) oeiia ami pn nit tin - annic at the United State:. Alim >’» Wince, Kmifii till. upon 
each day i n \\hit'll you all ml Court ax a witness. 

A i.vil JCdltl C. fi/JU'.TTA H»om 423 

Telephone: (212) 264-67.23 




rri m -t >« Tf aoa Mat 
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V K ;'(r]*.T \ . .,' *; if , - .’tit'! excuse, itt'lltC laid usuir, ;• 'I anpci.l’ ei’’ nUelib I - f'V*. 

. ■ 1 1 t ( j , | ’ T l i:. i"•"()!(' of tl.f l Hi ■ < d fvaU'S t. Amci’ii a 1 o: .'' " ; 

• , i ..i . ,.i ( i ;rt to In held :i‘ ll'H'm 1404 ii l!if I nit. I -.I 

. , , . ,, ; ..f M...;hfiti.in,rit.v of NVw v.«m : i.< 22ml i.'y 

. ill 10:00 uVlmU in the fore noon, to testify am! rvo evidence ••i n mil an 

nlli'i't t! v! 11 !..*”'ii tn Section 371, Title IS, United States Code, 


i,ml m.t in depart t! Com with-., • leave thereof, or of the United States Attorney, nwl Umt y..» pro 

dure at the tim.-..ml pl.-w-aiure .mi the following: 

With n-spoct to any and all certificates of dppos.t and time accounts 
in the name ol jack Gl.v;ser and/or Betty Glasser of 1515 McCombs dead, 
Bronx, Not; York, and 98-25 Horace Harding Expressway, Queens, New York, 
or an trustees for others, for the period 1960-1972, the following 
documents: 

1. a transcript of the account, containing dates, withdrawals, deposits, 
interest and a running balance; 

2. both sides of any and all deposit and withdrawal slips; 

3. both sides of any and all tellers checks; 

4. copies of any correspondence and credit files; and 

5. records of any certificates of deposit, reflecting the amount, date 
purchased, rate of interest and maturity date. 

Aim! for failure tn attend and .ducc the said documents you will be <!. mod guilty of contempt ot 
Cimrt and liable to penalties of the aw. 


Nt-tv YottK, N. V. 9, 1974 


/■? ' ■ 
L/i> K 


1‘Ain, j. cuniiAN 

th’il' •’ . \ " • ■ > for *; -r 


f< f L- 

;.s; 

u Cl < 


...... it tn ,ti’,!t r to "cun* your witm s ft i ::i •! :! ■: 1 . it i .. > 

yM , ___ pr» ent «h. same at the United States Atm. yV O.lieo. K »■'•<*. .. 

Cl I, d iv oil win. h M U i.U. imI I'nurt as a witness. 


A . I: I.t Jt 111: C. f./.r.UTTA k<.um 423 
■r l. ph Ml- ; (212) 264-6423 


*. :* n ton 
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14 0\ 

74 10:00 fcrc 

Title 13, United States Code, Section 371 


22 nd 


*-iy 


r>f derm It end cl 
Giftsscr oL* 93*25 
trusi/er. for otic 


r» acceietc in the nn'?'; of 
for. cc hording iktorcBTeny, 


ct to 

any and 

all cxrt^fi 

tty 0 

oscr r 

nd/c • Jack 

:cens, 

hew Yo • 

U f or r.5 

tfca .• 

ollowin 

’ doevr/. ni.c : 


1. n transcript of the account containing dates, u. chdraualn, dopocitr. 
Interest an-1 a running balance; 


2. both aidrg of any end nil deposit and withdrawal slips; 

3. both aides of any and all tollers checks. 


4. topics of my correspondence and credit files; and 

5. records of any certificate of deposit, reflect*. •» the ti::onnt, date 
purchc.ed, rate of interest and Maturity date. 


Hay 9, 1274 


I'AUL d. CUIUtAN 


< r>> 


.23 


/23 
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oik, . York 


v. ; , • * . %\,\,S ; I . »».'•.» U. •! V*M ,-yr |I-CS I /« 11! ;* 1 . U j S« , \ 

t , «;|iATCI» IM'l ! I’ • *’ t >»••'* • p «»!’ tin* l nit«'l VI • < ' Ai *■ i ’ . 

I ). 1 1 !•1 * N* .. \ iii 1 ; i a ] > • 1 rt t* 1 In-Mai U»orn lAG'i ia • * ! 

j ji, 11 I i 1 .. . y I. itt l.. !• •• ;■ .* I..|K:« , 1 m. C * i t >of N« -w V >\ • I' t’v *12 IV i 

i » y/ { , at IQ* QO o’d-t m tin; fore noon, to t* stif \ :tn«l ;• vi* • \ a - mi 

•••'I*»*• 1 ’H*' 1 .Section 373 , Title IS, United States Code, 


aod Pol In d - pm -1 tl.i Court u i! limit 1' \ <■ thereof, or of the I'liitnl States Attorney, am* til\ ! ;■ >> 
i 'i* j. I tl 1 '.uni' aial plaio a I on -aid the fol’o'.vimr: 

t*» respect to any and all certificates of deposit at. ! t it.e ac-.mii : - i 
t he p.'i.tr* of .Jack Glosser and/or Hetty Glasoer of 153 j "cComb. - : i>o ,e 
'.•on;:, Ihw York and 98-25 Horace Harding E::press, - , ay, queens, dew York, 
or a: trustees for others, for the period 1960-1972, the folic - .:in>\ 
doctiiv.'snt s: 

3. a transcript of the account, containing dates, withdrawals, deposit 
interest and a running balance; 

both .sides of any and all. deposit and withdrawal slips; 

3. both sides of any and all tellers checks; 

A. copj"S of any correspondence and credit files; 

5. records of any certificate of deposit, reflecting the anonot, date 
purchased, rate of interest and maturity date. 

Ami fin - faitmo l ..(t*■ 111 1 ami produce the said documents you will l>o di i - ned ruilty of c(.;i1< nipt < f 
Com l and liable in peualti. - of tin- law. 


1 »ai ru: Ni.w Yoi:k, N. Y. May ^» ^74 


PAUL .1. CUHRAN 

Unit ft Stoh Attnrin n for the 

t i» ' I v. 



r 7 / 




Ch rk. 


. , . /not ut i:on„i . oi. In on 1 , r to secure your witmv* f«e* ami » ?«.*• **. il i* iv*n ; v ,,;,t 
you itt : • I M»lip« tin . « I j .• ••«•*.t the '.inic at tin; I'lntul States Attorn■ >•'** OiI'mc, Koum l*»u, i.|k>h 
(. t()i il.t «''i which you aiti'iul t o'.irt an a witiU'^s. 

A ' ...t JOH’.I C. f.M'.MTTA Room 423 
T.-3i idiono; (232.) 264-6423 


in in •. ji ti * « »m 









.11.. I'll 


> :ccc 


w A 234 

llmtvh 0tutrs Dislrtri (L*.:;:;; 

SOUTH I.TtN IHSTKKT OF Ni:\v Yoitlv 


1,1 The Gn on - .’Lch Savings Bank 
3f>Lh Strr, t and 6th Avenue 
hew York, Hew York 


W I', f OMM AN!i ^ Ol t 1 1 :il ud hu.- inci-s and , " < n-wi Ucinn laid a r . 
tin* (.KAMI IM'l I.SI' n|' I lie Imdy of the people, n.' the United , e 

Ill Il'i. l Id New York, at a Ih-lrict Court to lie held m. Kocnn * 1404 
hull e, Full". P,|iiare. In the I’.iiiiiiikIi of Manhattan. City of New York. m, 
,!l 74 . 10:00 o'clock in the f ore noon, to t. stifv | 

nlleitcil violation of Section 371, Title 18, United State; 


•t . |i|«ar ai.d : 11 
Vnierim 0 r the 

.a 111 " I'm.' i| Sun nt, ;. 

22 11 d ' .y ' ■ ;;,.y 
vo Midi nee in ii; a I'd to an 

Code, 


and not lo depart the Court without leave thereof, or of the United State, 
dure at the time and place aforesaid the following: 

With respect to any and all certificates of depc.ni. 
the name of Jock Glascer and/or Betty Glasser o£ 0 
Expressway, Queens, Hew York and 1515 McCombs Ro.-.F 
or ns trustees for others, for the period 1960-ly; 


Vttornoy, and that you pro- 


and tire accounts in 
•75 Horace Harding 
Bronx, Nov? York, 

, the following docu 


1, a transcript of the account containing dates, 
interest and a running balance; 


"Lthdrawals, deposits, 


2. both sides of any and all deposit and withdt;. 

3. both sides of any and all tellers checks; 

4. copies of any correspondence and credit files; 

5. records of any certificate of deposit, reflect 
Purchased, rate of interest and maturity date. 


slips; 

. nd 

-g the amount, 


date 


And fur failure tn idti iul find produce the mild document, you will h. nn d Kuilty nf contempt of 
Court and linlilr to penalties of the law. 


Nmv Yoiik, N. Y.. May 9,. 1974 


PAUL J. ClCd’.AH 

{1 tt if I'll S/i'l l ; Altnirift for the 

.... : I.,,. „/ 



. ai r« t •. 

* .1 ll *l.i* 


1 f * 1 • •«* ! II* (»•> • |ll' • I.* flu* • Me 

»*ll I ('..Mil a %V f I I 


i ^ mir %• j • • 

I ll*• l nih'-i 


\ .«■ ' C. 'i cA ii„„n 423 

T. I. i bunet (21;;; 2i.4-i.423 


!• 


If,,,. 


II 


•*• •' • M tt lv( «•*• 
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v * * <*i • •• 


July 10, IS 7m 


Victor .iv' 


,1* x ».*' ' .• 

J- 


Cluvi vlci J. . -.nl: 

26 th Floor 
?M I'rr.c y.i:::cr\: 

I lev; York, 'lor York 10005 


i.c: 


Or:’, id Jury £ul uor.nn for rvr.ordn 
o i; r. i.-or and "otfv ; lies r or 


Uonr lir. Qunrlri: 

T n accordance vith your recent request, enclosed 
pHtsf.r.i: find additional, ad X believe uorj legible, copies 
of various account lodgers or Jack end .‘ a cy Glosser. 

Very truly ycura, 

PAUL J. Ci: :\M 
United Skat .s Attorney 


15y: 


JOIUI C. 0... 


AoDistant l .ikeu States Attorra 


Unclosure 
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j 



>:>: mi,;: •• •• '. • r . 

. ' j ■ : '■ i ■ i > t,/*.•!!,!)* 

L >' fend' r.t: 


• VIA .»'• • :.l CA 

- V - 




‘..-Mi:’ 


Dp r l !’ i lit. . 


/.'■’'ID*'. T 0:’ 
VTC"*'!!'. •!" 1 

73 'T. ’ 't (..'.’V 


x 


i 1 1 ' ", : sa.: 

. n”• '.J YORK ) 


VICTOR OUAMKI, beinr. duly :.v - i, depose;. aivi : ay a: 

I. j nt.i a clcr 1, iv.iployeU In the 1 'M.-sit 

cr f:tr • H-tiJf ("Mr.nl:"), and I :naVr thl3 affidavit :.t the 
•! i.. •; I-' - 'Ir.tiL-.t United .m ate3 fti toi . I n fr.hetta, 
tn cMinnfUun with further new trial utotienn in the ;.lcv'- 

■ i>t 1 put I [it-ori eh 1 him . 

, tty ,loh renpone] bill tic:. ’ a .’urto i ■ ji<* »' >'• ■••.* 1 
• p( ,,. i y ' in- ■ i:!. to ,,ul poenas 1. .? i to :t. On ’ 


" I.V 1 


vrr'l, ;I It.:, off! ' 

ji located 

*0 ! 

iia- r trci: , i’«w 

Yorl’, 


• Yor : , L! ' am: t 

w: :; nerved v: 

r t 


. 

rl 

• t '• C'i' f] *.od 

•i j 10. 1(1?H, 

Mali 

yo-i .j! ro >1 t h' 

•ml 

t n 

produce to the ft 

a. :"-i! rrand . 

• • / ft 

f Al ia ')i:,tri 't 

f.-rt i 

* n 

:'. *!nl; r\}c r )i ;»er 4 . 

airilm: to ti, 

,• nco- 

• j: s: :• of .did 

t-t tv 

o 

Jarir. A cop7 of 

that aubpoe. 

VMS 

ftrwardc i to th 


r • 


• . * > -i ■'■•■I <n t't • . u’ii'oc-m: • re for r i '-C 
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Rtntes Attorney's Office of this District on H;.y 0] , • ’>'/ 

I 

RubarpucnL .ly in August 197^ > additions! doc.;: .oats specific: 
in tint subpoena were forwarded to ne by r.-.n». oficia!.- :-i. 
the l.efrnk //1?7 branch and T , in turn, had them produce.' t 
the United States Attorney's Office of this District on 


'August 10, 197 ^• 

|| 

3. 'J’hc Dank was not able to produce certain uocu 
meats called for in the subpoena including (1) Monthly state 
i rnonts for months prior to December 1968, which have been 
destroyed; (?.) monthly statements for January 197 2 throurh 

;i 

May 1972, which have been lost; and (3) deposit slips for 

|| 

deposit:; included in those monthly statements, which cannot 
ijbo located without the statements. 


Sworn to before me this 


. day of October', 197 , 1. 


I _ 

; notary Tuhlic 


I 


f I • V ; ... 

l:,,a '* '• i V , . " 
o. ; ‘ r "' 


l! .." . .* 


/ 


VICTOR OUADRJ 


i 

i 
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txvuB\r \i 






• > • v> / . /./ 


I I'M I N 


/ 1 / - /,• 


To 


(• 'I 


1>ATT. 


Augu i 


IRO.M 


sunjr.cT 


.10;iW " 

Ass 3 start: 


baited States Attorney 


Ro: Telephone Call with Elkan Abramovitz, Esq. > 


of ?1., 1974 


On August 21, 1974 Abramowitz ret 
the prior day. I asked him to relate 
told me in May 1974 of his meeting with 
trial counsel for Karl "Jack" Schwartz! 
March 1974. Abramowitz advised as foK 

Sometime during the last two weed 
Kshitt requested to meet with Abramowir 
possible trial tactics for defendant Sc 
upcoming trial which was to begin April 
in l.at:c March, F.sbitt met with Abram owl 
Michael Son berg, at Abramowitz’ office, 
reviewed with the others, inter alia, i. 
cross-examination of Jack ClaTscF~ v;h 
government's principal v;itness. 

At some point during the meeting 
Ksbitt of his intention to file a new ; 
union case, based on post-trial discovc 
of the Glossers evidencing large cash ( 
in their savings accounts, which contra 
trial testimony regarding the source o 
those savings accounts. Abramowitz to: 
had the documents in their physical po; 
they were available to F.sbitt. F.sbitt 
never followed up the offer and never t 
of the documents in question. Abramov! 
during this call that it was clear fre 
Kshitt that the latter had read at lea: 
the transcript of the union trial which 
testimony and was familiar with it. 


•rned my call of 
aln what he bar! 
l.’illiam Ksbi; i. 
.u;i -- in late 
vs: 

cf March 1.974. 
to discuss 
vartzbnum as hi 
i, 1974. brief 
and his a ror: 1 
There Esbi .t 
sihie lines of 
was to be the 


bvamowitz advised 
ial motion in the 
y of bank records 
posits f r om 3. V 6 7 - 7 '.) 
acted the Glass-vs' 
he .4120,000 in. 
debitt teat ttiev 
ession and that 
m’cl ''clay", but 
1 request copies 
■; advised me 
v; meeting with 
that portion of 
•outained Glasser's 
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7 '.-(> /V5 


August 27, 1974 


lie: Telephone Call with Klkan Abramov? it?. • Esq., 
t>f An■iej 21 , 1.974 (Conti nuod) _ 


Abramov.’it? further advised me that after speak in 
to me in May 1974 and advicing me generally of the substa 
of his meeting with Esbitt, he telephoned Ksbit.t and told 
him the substance of his conversation with me. According 
to Abramowit?, Esbitt said he remembered the fact of 
March 1974 meeting, could not deny the accuracy of v:hat 
Abranow i.tz had void me, but said he had r.o recollection 
of Abrnmowit? ever mentioning to him at that meeting 
thf. newly discovered information regard!: ;’ the cash deposits 
in the Glossers' accounts. 



ec r 





LETTER OF JOHN C. SABETTA, ESQ. 
(OCTOBER 31, 1974), WITH ATTACHMENT 
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73 07.>3 October 31, 1974 


Honorable Lawrence l?. Pierce 
United States District Judge 
United States Courtlimisc 
Boon 7601 

Hew York, Mew York 100.07 

Re: United States v. Stofsky, ct a1., 73 Cr. 614; 
United States v. Srhw cr in bam, 73 Cr. 616 


Dear Judge Pierce: 

I an submitting herewith t\.r> affidavits of 
mailing pertaining to service of ray affidavit, sworn to 
on October 26, 1974 end filed in opposition to defendants * 
recent new trial motions, on Itesors. Stephen Baras eh and 
Edward Brodsky, counsel for defendantsCharles Hoff end 
Clifford Lr.geolcs, and Karl "Jack” Schwartzbau.il, respec¬ 
tively. I respectfully request that these affidavits of 
service be filed in frofsky end S chwartzbaun , respec¬ 
tively. Proof of service on counsel for defendants 
George Stofsky and A1 Gold is evidenced by aaknovledgrTit 
of the name on the back of one of the originals of the 
government's affidavits already filed with the Court. 

Also, please note that because of a mechanical 
error the last line and one-quarter of page 10 of my 
recently filed affidavit was inadvertently omitted. I 
am enclosing the original and one copy of a fully 
corrected page 10 with the request that it be substituted 
for page 10 of the duplicate originals earlier filed with 
the Court. 
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Honorable Lawrence W. Pierce -2- October 31 1974 


Finally, my review of the affidavit revcal 3 
three typographical errors. Page 5,last line, should 
read "pertinent’' instead of "pertient"; page 11, line 
8, should read "June 1972” instead of July 1972"; and 
page 12, line 20, should read "July 10, 1974" instead of 
July 19, 1974." 

Very truly yours, 

PAUL J. CURRAN 
United States Attorney 

By:___ 

JOHN C. SABETTA 

Assistant United States Attorney 
Telephone: (212) 791-1920 

Enclosures 
cc: w/ enclos. 

Elkan Abraraowitz, Enq. 

Weiss Rosenthal Heller & Schwartzraan 

295 Madison Avenue 

New York, New York 10017 

Paul K. Rooney, Esq. 

Kooney & Evan 3 

521 Fifth Avenue 

New York, New York 10017 

Stephen Barasch, Esq. 

27 East 39th Street 
New York, New York 10016 

S 

Edward Brodsky, Esq. 

Goldstein, Shames & Hyde 

655 Madison Avenue 

Now York, New York 10 21 
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renuiros a nov: trial. That charge is contradicted by the 
r-ertinant facts vaiich arc set forth below. 

17. On April 22, 197^, counsel for defendants 
In Stofskv served natters in support of a new trial ."notion 
eased on certain bank records of Jack and be tty Glas..cr ,.ni. 
thev had subpoenaed, part during and part after the -'to. s.u 
trial. On May 21, 197•'» counsel for Schwarts'oaum served 
paners in ounnort of a new trial notion based on the same 
records. 

: 

18. Following receipt of the papers in support 
of the original new trial motion in Stof'sky , the govern::.on. 
comnenccd an investigation of the allegations in those paser. 
as well as a broader investigation of the fur manufacturing 
industry. As discussed in my affidavit sworn to on .lay 23, 

1 197A, and previously submitted in opposition to defendants 
first new trial motion in Stofsky , Government counsel inter¬ 
viewed Hr. and Mrs. Olasser on May 3, 6, 13 and 14, 197 1 *. - n 
addition grand Jury oubpoenas were issued on lay 9 and 10, 
for additional financial records or Mr. and Mrs. 

Classer, including subpoenas for records from Chemical dan’.: 
a nd tlie Dollar Savings Bank as well as for records from The 
hast New York Savings Bank, Emigrant Savings Bank and The 
Greenwich Savin is Bank, which covered a broader time period 
than had been cneclficd in the earlier subpoenas Issued by 
the Stofsky defendants. Copies of the grand Jury subpoenas 
directed to those five institutions arc attached hereto as 
Exhibit 8. In response to those subpoenas, The Greenwich 
Savin s Bank and the Emigrant Savings Bank forwarded documents 
with letters dated May U and May 22, 197*1, respectively—in¬ 
cluding documents for the years 1962 through 1966; represent¬ 
atives of Ciic .leal Sank and The East New York Savin -s .• n: 
deliver a documents to me on May 21, 197*1; and a representa¬ 
tive of the- Dollar Savings Bank delivered documents to . e 
on May 22, 197*1 • 


- 10 - 
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REPLY AFFIDAVIT OF EDWARD BRODSKY, ESQ. 
(November 11, 1974) 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


x 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


Plaintiff, 


73 Cr. 616 
(L.W.P.) 


-against- 

KARL SCHWARTZBAUM, 


Defendant. 


x 


STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK ) 


Arr’inAiziT _ 



EDWARD BRODSKY, being duly sv;orn , deposes 


and says: 


I am a member of the firm of Goldstein, 

Shames & Hyde, counsel for the defendant Karl "Jack" Schwartzbaum 
in the above-captioned case. This affidavit is submitted in re¬ 
ply to the affidavit of John C. Sabetta, dated October 26, 1974, 
and in support of the defendant's motion, pursuant to Rule 33 
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure and the Fifth Amend¬ 
ment to the United States Constitution, for an order setting 
aside the verdict against the defendant and granting him a new 
trial on the ground of newly-discovered evidence. In the al¬ 
ternative, it is requested that the defendant be granted an 
evidentiary hearing for the purposes of developing further facts 


in support of this application. 
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A. The Government’s Suppression 
Of Evidence And The Need For 
_A Hearing 


Before the defendant's first motion for a 
now trial, the Government privately interviewed Glasser at length 
During that interview, Glasser allegedly made a variety of ad¬ 
missions, and also made various claims concerning his alleged 
sources of income. Neither the defense nor the Court has had 
the benefit of any sworn testimony or writing from Mr. Glasser 
with regard to discoveries which prompted the initial motion 
for a new trial. Instead, the defense and the Court have only 
had the benefit of the undocumented, hearsay allegations of 
Government counsel. 

Now, Glasser has admitted that he lied in 
the statements given to the Government attorneys following the 
first motion for a new trial. While some of the alleged ad¬ 
missions are now belatedly offered to the Court and to the de¬ 
fense through Mr. Sabetta’s affidavit, we are again deprived 
of any sworn testimony or statement from Glasser with regard 
to the more recent revelations. 


- 2 - 
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Glasses successive admissions of perjury 

„ secured through the persistent efforts 
nnrl false statements, secureu 

tho defense to ascertain the truth, reveai that the Oovern- 

nny firm rosoiution to reach the truth of the matter. - deed. 

Mr . Sabetta 1 s most recent affidavit is repiete with ^ ' 

•Kii-ii-ips for many thousands 
1-0 offer logitmate possibilities tor 

tion, seeking to classe r’s acknowledged 

r rinser's income. Despite al 

prio" 1 per juries, the Government appears intent upon giving hrm 
^ w 

Of classer's practices to accumulate his 
that it was one of Classer s p 

■ a in a safe deposit box and later deposit the 
qotten gains in a sate L 

in his bank accounts, the Government, nevertheless, 

Classer after he left the fur industry 

inquiry, even though there has been no P The absurdity 

ration with regard to the sources of such deposits. 

of that contention speaks for itself. 


There are several issues which may be re- 


solved by a hearing: 

. u Does passer have any otheb^a n nk s accounts, 

safety deposit boxes ol 


- 3 - 
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2) What, if any, proof can Glasser offer to 
substantiate his claim -- made now, but 
not at trial -- that he had other sources 
of income beyond his salary? 


3} Can Glasser, now, remember telling Schwartzbaum 
that union officials were being "paid off" or, 
as is more likely, is Glasser now willing to 
admit that due to the number of different manu¬ 
facturers he was dealing with and the period 
of time covered by those deals, he has no 
specific recollection of what he told to whom? 

4) Did Glasser keep for himself all the money he 
received and not give any to union officials? 

If so, no crime was committed in this case. 

3) In light of the large number of manufacturers 
that Glasser is now apparently saying he re¬ 
ceived money from, will he still testify that 
he has a specific recollection of receiving 
money from the defendant in this case? 


Glasser was able to trade his testimony 
against union officials for immunity. It was certainly within 
his interest to lie in doing so since he was still subject to 
prosecution for income tax evasion. When the amounts of his 
ill-qotten gains were thought to be small, his story was far 
more favorable than it is now when facts of his true income have 
been revealed. He should now be made to explain, under oath and 
subject to cross-examination, how it was possible for him to re¬ 
tain so much while paying one-half or two-thirds of the "take" 
over to union officials. There are two possibilities: 


- 4 - 
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(a) That Glasser kept most of the money for 
himself; or, 

(b) He ,-shared with union officials on some 
of the deals, but not on others. 

Jt is quite possible that he cannot recall whether he shared 
any of the monies which he received from Schwartzbaum or that 
ho has a specific recollection of not sharing any money re¬ 
ceived from Schwartzbaum. 

It should be determined what, if anything, 
Glasser told Government counsel prior to the trial or during 
trial about the subject matter of the newly-discovered evidence. 

Government counsel has now admitted that 
the United States Attorney's office embarked upon a tactical 
decision to withhold evidence from the defense and from the Court 
with regard to more than $33,000 of unexplained deposits in 
the Chemical Bank, more than $19,000 of which was in cash. Prac¬ 
tically all of these deposits were made during the period co¬ 
vered by the indictment. Aside from the normal considerations 
entitling the defense to cross-examine witnesses under oath 
and in the presence of a finder of the fact, the Government's 
demonstrated willingness to conceal facts as well as its de¬ 
monstrated inability to arrive at the true facts, all require 
a hearing at which Mr. Glasser, Government counsel and pos¬ 
sibly others will be required to testify. 


- 5 - 
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In addition, the Government's conduct 
in this matter, we submit, strengthens our contention that 
the previously hidden memorandum of the Government's interview 
with Glasser should be disclosed to the defense. Finally, that 
portion of the memorandum of the Government's most recent in¬ 
terview with Glasser, which is not included in the Government's 
reply papers, should also be provided to the defense (Sabetta 
affidavit. Exhibit "7"). Page four of that memorandum is blank 
and I am informed by Mr. Sabetta that material in the memorandum 
is not being provided to us because the Government takes the 
position that it is not pertinent to our investigation and 
because it may prejudice a different investigation. At the 
very least, the Government memorandum should be shown to the 
Court and made a part of the record in this case. 


- 6 - 
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R. The Government's Efforts To Minimize 
The Most Recent Disclosures 


The Government suggests that Glasser's 
deposits through the period 1960 to 1966 are irrelevant since 
they precede the period of time of his indictment. The facts 
are now known that Glasser perjured himself, as the Government 
nov; concedes. The fact of a witness' perjury is always rele¬ 
vant on the trial of a criminal case. Neither the defense nor, 
presumably, the Government had reason to believe, at the time 
of trial, that Glasser was perjuring himself with regard to the 
source and amount of his income. However, at trial, the scope 
of Glasser's recollection was one of the pertinent issues and 
if the extent of his perjury had been known, it would certainly 
have been beneficial to the defense. 

The Government urges that Glasser's bank 
deposits during the period from 1971 to 1973 (over $12,000 
from unexplained sources) are irrelevant since Glasser had, 
by that time, left the fur industry. However, the first page 
of the memorandum of Government counsel's most recent inter¬ 
view with Glasser shows that Glasser accumulated payments in 
a safe deposit box and, thereafter, deposited the fundrj i n Mu 
bank account. Therefore, any substantial and unexplained de¬ 
posits made by Glasser, even after the period of his employ¬ 
ment in the fur industry, are relevant to the present inquiry. 


- 7 - 
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The Government urges that the discovery 
of almost $100,000 in previously unrevealed income is insig¬ 
nificant. It acknowledges that Glasser's total income from 
undetermined sources is $157,688.00. It then subtracts the 
amount of such income which was known at the time of the prior 
motion for a new trial ($66,416) and arrives at a remainder of 
$91,271.00. It then subtracts the allegedly irrelevant Chemi¬ 
cal Bank deposits for the years 1971 through 1973 ($12,117), 
and declares that "accordingly, the total gross deposits per¬ 
tinent to the instant motions as shown by the 'new' bank re¬ 
cords is $79,153, less than one-half the amount defendants 

claim the 'new' bank records reveal" (Sabetta affidavit, page 
"7") . 


The fact is that these figures are approxi¬ 
mately $.100,000 more than Glasser admitted to at the time of 
trial and more than twice that admitted on the prior motion for 
a now trial. At no point in the Government's papers does it 
come to grips with that solid fact. 


- 8 - 







A 257 


C. Errors In Defense Computations 

While it appears that certain errors 
(basically, the duplication of two items) were made by our 
accountant, those errors are insignificant in view of the sub¬ 
stantial amounts conceded to be correct by the Government. 

The errors did not, to any extent, change the claim of what 
remains, i.e., that Glasser has, on many prior occasions, per¬ 
jured himself and made false statements in an effort to mini¬ 
mi'/.' the nature and extent of his involvement in the case. 

At the time of trial, Glasser perjured himself in an effort 
to conceal the wide scope of his illicit dealings. 

D. The Diligence of the Defense 

It was only after the instant trial, when 
pressed by defense motions, that Government counsel sought and 
did obtain admissions from Glasser concerning the legitimate 
sources of those bank deposits which were then known. Even so, 
Government counsel was unsuccessful in securing the plain truth 
from Glasser. The known amounts of his bank deposits have now 
more than doubled. Nevertheless, the Government continues to 
claim that the defense, with the exercise of due diligence, would 
have uncovered all of these facts prior to or during the instant 
trial. In support of its contention in this regard, Mr. Sabetta 
advises this Court as follows: 


- 9 - 
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T ^ a t Hlkan Abramowitz, attorney for the 
—-llX do fendants, has informed me that he 

Schv/artzbaum's trial counsel, William 

r k ^'^ ri ° r t0 the Stof5k V trial and told Mr. 
r.sbitt that he had obtained bank records and 
accounts of Mr. and Mrs. Rlasser showing de¬ 
posits from 1967 through 1970 and that those 
records were available to Mr. Esbitt (Sabetta 
affidavit, page "3"). 


Submitted herewith are the affidavits of 
Mr. Abramowitz and Mr. Esbitt with regard to the alleged con¬ 
versation. Mr. Esbitt, an attorney of established integrity, 
stated to this Court under oath that he has no recollection of 
receiving any such information from Mr. Abramowitz. He suggests 
several possibilities. The first is that due to his impaired 
hearing, he simply did not hear any of the statements directed 
to him; second, he may have been absorbed in the reading of 
trial transcript and, therefore, was not paying attention 
to what may have been said by Mr. Abramowitz. Mr. Abramowitz- 
affidavit corroborates Mr. Esbitt's assertions in every respect. 
If the evidence in question had been known to Mr. Esbitt, it 
would surely have been used at the time of trial, there not be¬ 
ing any apparent tactical reason for not doing so. 


f 
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Tn addition, as Mr. Abramowitz' affi- 
davit shows, Mr. Sabetta chose to omit from his memorandum 
the fact that Mr. Abramowitz said that in his opinion, Mr. 
Esbitt was not focusing on and did not hear the statements 
about cash payments made by Abramowitz. 

Conclusion 

the reasons stated above, it is re¬ 
spectfully requested that defendant’s motion for a new trial 
be granted. In the alternative, it is requested that an evi¬ 
dentiary hearing be granted on the issues presented herein. 

The defendant respectfully requests oral argument with respect 
to this motion. 


Sworn to before me this 


\ r 




i-tJ . a? 


Edward Brodsky v 



11th day of November, 1974 


(' 



rLUTN MEDEROS 
Notary f'lit.lir., St Hr of Maw Y«r* 
No. 31-78005.Vi 


Ounllflcrl in Now Voik Count 
CommKolon Expires March 30, 
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reply affidavit of william esbitt 
(N ovember 5, 1974) 


ESQ. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


x 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


Plaintiff, 


73 Cr. 616 
(L.W.P.) 


-against- 


AFFIDAVIT 


KARL SCHWARTZBAUM, 


Defendant. 


x 


STATE OF FLORIDA ) 
COUNTY OF ) 


WILLIAM ESBITT, being duly sworn, deposes 


and says: 


I am a member of the Bar of the State of 
Now York and represented the defendant Karl Schwartzbaum 
("Schwartzbaum") in the above-captioned case in the trial 
before the Honorable Lawrence W. Pierce. This affidavit is 
prepared in connection with a motion for a new trial made on 
behalf of the defendant. 

In its answering papers to the motion for 
a new trial made on behalf of the defendant, the Government 
has referred to information received from Elkan Abramowitz 
about a conference I had with him. My recollection of that 
conference is as follows: 
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4 

I met with Mr. Abramowitz and an associate 
of his in March, 1974, before the commencement of the above- 
captioned case. My only purpose in meeting with them was to 
review portions of the transcript of the trial in the Stofsky 
case, which I did. I have no recollection of Mr. Abramowitz 
telling me, either in words or substance, anything about cash 
deposits to Glasser's account, which he discovered after the 
trial in his case. Nor do I have any recollection that Mr. 
Abramowitz informed me of his intention to file a new trial 
motion in his case. 


At no time did I ask Mr. Abramowitz for 
any details of the facts which Mr. Abramowitz is alleged to 
have informed me concerning cash deposits made by the witness, 
Jack Glasser. This is borne out and supported by Mr. Abramowitz 
who, I am informed, recollects that I did not respond to the 
information which he claims to have given me. Mr. Abramowitz 
will confirm that I acted as though I had not heard this informa 
tion and it is my present recollection and was my recollection 
at the time I learned about Mr. Abramowitz' statements about 
a motion for a new trial, that I had never heard this informa¬ 
tion from Mr. Abramowitz. 
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It is also a fact that I am hard of hear¬ 
ing and have been hard of hearing for several years, which 
may have accounted for the fact that I did not respond to 
the statements which Mr. Abramowitz states he made to me at 
at the time of that meeting. Furthermore, I was intent upon 
reading a transcript of the union trial, in which Mr. Abramowitz 
was defense counsel, rather than focusing on what Mr. Abramowitz 
may have said. My prime purpose in going to Mr. Abramowitz' of¬ 
fice was to read the transcript rather than to discuss the 
issues with Mr. Abramowitz. 


Sworn to before me this 
<~tL , 

'•J day of November, 1974 


1 A in%u /, '/// 


Ltf- 


William Esbitt 


[Notary Public) 


i ( 


f\ r ; ; .: , • / / 

i I «. A ' • »\ ... .!«.( It t .i C. . . V 
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REPLY AFFIDAVIT OF ELKAN ABRAMOWITZ, ESQ. 
(November 5, 1974) 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


x 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


Plaintiff, 


73 Cr. 616 
(L.W.P.) 


-against- 
KARL SCHWARTZBAUM, 


AFFIDAVIT 


Defendant. 


x 


STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK ) 


ELKAN ABRAMOWITZ, being duly sworn, deposes 


and says: 


I am a member of the Bar of the State of New 
York and co-counsel to the defendants in what has been referred 
to as the Stofsky case. This affidavit is prepared to set forth 
certain facts of my meeting in March, 1974, with William Esbitt, 
trial counsel for Karl "Jack" Schwartzbaum, and my subsequent tele¬ 
phone conversation with Assistant United States Attorney John C. 
Sabetta about that meeting. 

Mr. Esbitt came to my office in March, 1974. 

He told me that he wanted to examine the trial transcript in the 
Stofsky case and spent most of his time doing that. My conversa¬ 
tion with Mr. Esbitt about cash payments to Jack Glasser did not 
last more than thirty seconds. 
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I told Mr. Esbitt that we had evidence of 

CaS h Pa ^ ents to Passer, which we had discovered after the 

"ial in the Stofsk* case. I have no recollection of telling 

•T. Esbitt that we planned to file a motion for a new trial, as 

is alleged in the affidavit of John C. Sabetta, sworn to August 
27, 1974. 


When I related this conversation to Mr. 
Sabetta, I told him that it was my opinion that Mr. Esbitt was 
not focusing on, did not hear and did not comment on the state¬ 
ments which I made to him concerning the cash payments. Mr. 

Sabetta did not include that aspect of our conversation in his 
affidavit. 



Sworn to before me this 



MICHAri r. s^'-wro 

No, * r ' ' " ■ New York 

No. 

CVaf.U.i M. w y k Coun)y 
tonin,, i,..,, C/piiwa Wa.tl, 30 , 1976 
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LETTER OF JOHN C. SABETTA, ESQ. 
(November 15, 1974) 
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November 15, 1974 


Honorable Lawrence W. Pierce 
United States District Judge 
United Staten Courthouse 
Roo:". 2601 
Foley Square 

New York, New York 10007 

fcr United States v. gtofsky, et el., 
73 Cr. 614; 

United States v. Schwartzbaum 
73 Cr. 616 


Dear Judge Pierce: 


on October^ **•"**•. sworn to 

October 10, 1974, and previously submitted in support 

of the present motion of defendants Stofsky and ColIT 

ergued et peg* 9 that it we. inconceivAU t£t Se Znlon 

f^"f* C ™J Ld h * Ve r ® e * lv *d additional large payoffs ' 

*r UrerS becauae Che Governmentf^durtng its 

conducted "full tax audits" of thl 
union defendants and would have discovered any such monies 
if they existed. I noted in lxhii.lt 6 to my effldav” 

26 * l974 « that *• AbrSoSte^T ’ 

Statement that the Government had conducted "full tax .,td<t=" 
6-7 that the 

SSSEk-'BKJ of that «>•*■ *» to LT 

2^ t &&r £ff. had • v * iubi * to hi “««» «- 







uet prior 
•f aLUflpsd 
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Honorable Lawrence W. Pierce 


November 15, 1974 


-.conduct 

Section IV of hlToDlnil. ^ 1 th f? ugh th * end of 
Of Section V on page 20, he stated: ’ At th * b ** lnnln 8 

"The foregoing dlecuaalon 
clsC'% d * £ «" d *nt , e various 

Pvetrlel suppression 
““ Perjury. I now turn to 
nla charge* 0 £ post-trial 

suppression." 

to the'^cherge^of^'poBt-total ‘PPlicable 

P.8* 3 of „ letter to y^ 00 

defendants Stofaky e «^ In ^id d l! in H a l 1 K mlt S d 011 beIialf of 
Baraach, aubmltted on behalf of a ^ fldavlt of Stephen 
La geo le s. extensive^ Skcuf. ^ " ld ? nt:8 Hoff tod 
opinion beginning on page 6 and enS? rtl0n ° f Judge Baum «n's 

concerning alleged endln g on page 20 

trial", that dlSuaal^^*^. ? r f°5 t0 and durlng the 
defendants' present b "f lut ely Irrelevant to 

•nr euggestlm^b^defsndents E'SEr'^ U not even 
of misconduct by the Govern™™*- mOSt recent papers 

the trial" Th* ^ rlor to *nd during 

concerning*the portion ofi'n 1011 ^SendantB' papers 

ln t ^h* 1 f eged G ° Vernment nda conductRafter t^t^ial*! 1 ^ 

£ — sirxssr 

argument In »«• the 

t“."rrt t ^^^^^'r^ t c:£ ld t b8 f /^ i ‘ :i - 

dl.clo« allegedly exculpatory meJ^rdUc^ed^fter 
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Honorable Lawrence W. Pierce November 15, 1974 


the trial "until appeale are rejected and exhausted" 
and "the defendants Incarcerated and nearing the end 
of their terras". 

The Government's conduct here certainly does 
not support this call for development of a "penalty". 

The Government, on its own initiative, commenced an 
investigation of Mr. Glasser's finances covering a much 
broader period of time than defendants considered 
relevant; the Government continued to press this 
Investigation after the Court denied defendants' 
earlier motions; the Government, sue sponte . raede 
available to defendants all of the materials it had 
gathered prior to the argument of any appeal and 
prior to any incarceration of defendants; and the 
Government entered into a stipulation with defendants 
staying the appeals until after this Court could consider 
any further motions defendants desired to make based on 
the additional materials. Indeed, Judge Bauman's 
treatment of the post-trial suppression Issues in Rosner 
is applicable here a fortiori . The information defendants 
here rely upon in their most recent new trial papers 
and which they claim the Government unlawfully suppressed, 
was provided to them by the Government, sue sponte , 
and not by some third party as in Rosner. We respectfully 
submit that to apply a "penalty" to the Government's 
conduct here is to tell the prosecutor that he will be 
chastised, not commended, for a continuing search for 
truth -- a result at odds with basic principles of our 
system of criminal Justice. 
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Honorabla Lavrenci W. Pierce 


Moveaber 13, 1974 


sirs t HS^Sr 2 i'srr- 

SSES?'’iSf ££-•?<•> tta.'SSt.SL « oc o a ly 
1 ; 67 » 111 CUaMr'i account at the 

S’ss.ErrJi2S¥'^s j 2-«'« 

srcvisrs: -h-» — ■sj ts. , ».», 

In bU -count, .hortly 

Si 2 ^ 

'SSS MuSffS ir 7 ‘ — 


*»•■***• th. «cbanrt.b«» 


gg ^r "*- j ? r?y th. .(fUwlt. »WtUd by 
to ««**• that prior 

trial ifnil. told •nbnart.baun'a 

£~2J^~£-bat-tlal 

£ sw/aarraa a L -—2 

««,*J 3 SSS SttsSHST® 
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Honorable Lawrence W. Fierce November 15. 1974 


an additional baala for the Court 1 * earlier finding 
that Schwartabaum has not satlafled the threahol 
requirement that the purported newly dlecovered 
evidence could not have been with due diligence 
discovered either before the trial or at the latest 
at the trial. 


Respectfully yours, 

PAUL J. CURRAN 
United States Attorney 


JOHN C. SAB1TTA 

Assistant Utaited States Attorney 
Telephone : (212) 791-1920 


enclosures 


cc: w/encls. 

liken Abramowit*, Ksq. 
Weiss, Rosenthal, Heller 
& Schwarteoan 
295 Madison Avenue 
Mew York, New York 10017 

Paul K. Rooney, Saq. 
Rooney & Evans 
521 Fifth Avenue 
Mew York, New York 10017 
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Staphan Baraaoh, Baq. 

27 Bast 39th Btraat 
*•» Tack, Maw York 10016 

*<H»ard Brodaky, la|, 

GoIdatain, ihanaa 4 Hyda 
699 Nadtaan kmnm 
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AFFIDAVIT OF p OBERT R. MARONCELLI 
(November 15, 1974) 
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ENDORSEMENT ORDER DENYING 
MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL 
(June 5, 1975) 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


KARL SCHWARTZBAUM, 
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73 Cr. 616 


Defendant. 


ENDORSEMENT ORDER 

Based on additional newly-discovered evidence 
concerning the personal finances of Jack Glasser, the 

.* ’ • 1 

government's principal witness, the defendant herein 

• H 

has renewed his motion for a new trial. 

It is argued that the number of newly-discovered 

I 

bank deposits indicates that numerous manufacturers were 
involved in the pay-off scheme rather than merely the six 
. s claimed at trial and that therefore it would be quite 
unlil 'iy that Glasser could have recalled the substance 
of t o.- conversations he had with the defendant. Thus 
it urged that if this evidence had been known by 
defendant at the time of trial, Glasser's testimony 
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that ha had received payments from the defendant would 
have been severely undermined. This contention, however, 
overlooks the fact that there was strong corroborative 
evidence that the defendant had. In fact, made these 
payments. A government witness testified that the defen¬ 
dant had admitted to having made the payments. Given 
this, It Is difficult to see how evidence that the scheme 
Involved more manufacturers than originally believed 
would so shatter Glasser's credibility as to produce an 
acquittal at the trial or at a retrial. It Is also 
alleged that the bank deposits constitute "solid evidence" 
that Glasser did not share any of the funds received with 
union officials and therefore no crime was comnltted. In 
this court's judgment these deposits do not at all Indicate 
that no union officials were Involved In the scheme. 

Rather, given the small size of the Industry and the 
added fact that the contract requirements created financial 
hardships which the manufacturers endesvored to avoid. It 
w- aid be more reasonable to conclude that a pay off sche , 
, Involvlngjtey persons In the arrangement 

\V< v 



- 2 - 


union 











representatives, was not only in existence but was more 
widespread and far reaching than originally supposed. 
The motion for a new trial is denied. 


The alternative request for a hearing is also 

v 

denied since the Court perceives no useful purpose to 
be attained thereby. The evidence adduced to support 
the central allegation concerning Glasser's finances is 
wholly documentary and has been made available to the 

defendant. The government's actions in connection with • 

| • * 

Glasser have been detailed. Finally, disclosure of the v 

names of the other manufacturers purportedly involved in? 

• • V... ' ' ; 

the scheme would not serve the public interest. '> 

A, ?, . ' O'.,. 

The motion for a new trial and the alternative . 


application for a hearing are denied 


SO ORDERED 


New York, New York 
June 5, 1975 


Dated 


LAWRENCE W. PIERCE 
U. S. D. J. 
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MEMORANDUM OPINION DENYING MOTION FOR 
NEW TRIAL IN UNITED STATES V. GEORGE 
STOFSKY, ET AL. (June 4, 1975) 
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1 v> ry verdictn of j.. ILiy cn Fcbr. :y 1 ., 

./> of v r\vi.*ir ,i in >n * :> ! i •■at t:’ia def -in da P:. ' a 

•*'* on Li. '* ’, 107'% for n c t.j Iil 'vised on ;v.v:iy-.a;,: v •. 
■/'.ounce concerning thi* personal ^tiV*»r*cs 3 of the ; ;c 72 ?.r.> ' ; 

’.icf witness, Jack Gluser. More precisely, it was alia pud 
i • fc it had been discovered th it during the years 1^57 throat \h 
lv.0 Glnarer and hi3 wife had deposited over C>37,Q'**Q in .a 

•eries of frequent cash transitions in three separate ilew 

\ 

York banka. .ha defendants argued that this evidence demon¬ 
strated tint Jack Glesser had committed perjury curing the 
trial. Moreover, this was said to bolster the defense theory 
that while it appeared that Gtasser had indeed ncceptad 
payments iron various manufacturers no portion of these 
payments had in fact been turned over to the defendants, 
tj.ctinj; the suggestion of pro sacutor ia 1 miscondu ct, this 
’ourt held that the new evidence—the key to which w» in 
''.case cov.n v: L’ii hands during ths tri :!•—was insu.': : Uicnc 
o support the conclusion that n new trial had to be granted. 

Thw»d on additional information, also concerning 
ou Glassers* finances, the defendants have again moved for 
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”* tT :x ' >c i 5 P'* 1 ~c i.V't the Or.wa 1 dc-.u . 

• •r.ietts c’.u skin:; rad '•.•’vinga accounts r -..-^cUaU tU.i ... 

ev/oualy oliuloacd during the rotten for 
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ia no question hut that while the first 
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new trial irxitl-n was aub judlc a the gcve-Tucent hid in its 
r;o 3 session 01 ttsri.il which arguably vas pertinent to the 
d ..apoaition oi! teat too cion. Indeed the government haa 
Cicnov lodged toat at least some of fcheae records hid oome 
"conceivable . . . significance.” ,\ffldiv.lt in Opposition, 
at 3. Tsv>rtholesa, the governrrcnt unilaterally decided 
.ot to m.<s a 'Siecemeal" disclosure of any of this material, 
alia ther-i h >a been no ahowlng that the course idovred 
:ro was not tn.cca in good faith—in fact, the oppesits 
pneirs to bo :>.j auu-the Court thinks that such a course 
'.early waa highly Inappropriate and that the failure to 
‘ sc lose the records—no natter hew .‘.ncor^lete—conaticufc id 

. r:ee United Statu v. Rooner, flip Cp. 


n error ia jud'^ment 
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’ Am the? Tower Court stated in Ho or ; or; "bhcre 

• - til ouppr union in Tilled . . . the court’s proper i:\iulry 
L -» into the effect of the disclosures on any new tri.nl ::otion 
r.'.ixt has been trade.” United states v. former , 72 Cr. 732, 

Up fjp. ;t 23 (S.D.iT.Y, Aug. 13, 1974). 

irre the defendants have totally failed even to 
'liege any prejudice. The sovernuaeat wt apon to rw'nl U 
.• l1 the information if had to the defendants end /.agreed to 

• ■ tva the appellate process stayed pending the renewal of thu 


/ trial motion he for 3 this Court. The defendants 


3 „> v/3 'C f 


:>d an opportunity to fully air aH th-alr contentiona S :nd 
’ ' all the -/vidonu ? -avail able. In shore, ,:.ae 'our.: j 

a,»t the government’s failure to dlnclosa hue aaty.ri •! in 
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,M - T luu ' ’-y i> through December 31, 1573. it cl > >r 

cl;vr : tcat.i:,«or.y at trial concerning the sours* of 

• e.nlta, »hjt is, that it was derived ia the main fre.u 

“ l«i*t to Iiis wire, was untruthful. .Ac the 

r: cr>j»cl..diu i.i ic3 first opinion Classer "has rag >. ;? i 
-* t m effort t'o conceal information, and has given false, 

• r deliber it-oly nisi*.,ding testimony with respect to the 
°' ,rco of hl * savings." United gt.ato a v. -tofsky. blip 

-Vi-12. The raatcri ?1 submitted to this ftatrt on this 
' :W trial . otion utrongly reaffirms this conclusion but 
• .<la .:ot:i\ •; .jubsa.'nti’Miy different to wh >t u h proac cad 


J:1 !:h * s firr5t notion for a new trial. In haort, it i 3 ore 
. i.ne v<arki. whether Gleaser had secreted $58,000 or 1.57,000 
.oliars in Ms checking end savings accounts ns such would 
i this Court's view have little significance at a new Trial. 

:i user's tor*ti.nony concerning the source of his savings was 
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C ? i'i ar Icopt >11 thn pr/ntmt:;. A more rcnaonabla and i>ot^ 

»• m.\; in:j '.nation would be that the recent of the schema 

l -vo'.via;' list defendanta wssi far mors wiuo.-ipraad than 
,-rovv-auly :ncam. Moreover, the defense theory was fully 
;u *oanted during the trial and apparently rejected by the 
jury. 

Tha xiCion for a new trial is hereby denied for 
-an r m:»4 :j j ...a ted herein and in this Court* a (.pinion dated 
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ENDORSEMENT ORDER DENYING MOTION 
TO DISMISS 
(June 4, 1975) 
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ENDORSEMENT ORDER DENYING MOTION 
TO DISMISS 
(June 4, 1975) 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

— X 

• 

• 

, 

- v - . 

• 

• 

73 Cr. 614 

GEORGE STOFSKY, CHARLES HOFF, 

AL GOLD, and CLIFFORD LAGEOLES, 

• 

• 

• 

• 


Defendants. 

• 

• 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

- v - 

KARL "JACK*' SCHWARTZBAUM, 

--x 

• 

• 

• 

• 

73 Cr. 616 

Defendant. 

• 

• 

..X 



ENDORSEMENT ORDER 

The motion herein Is denied. Having considered 
the circumstances surrounding the signing of the order 
empanelling the grand Jury for April 20, 1971 the Court 
is persuaded that the order was meant to be premised on 
18 U.S.C. 53331. Judge Bonsai’s statement to the grand 
Jury when it convened makes this abundantly clear. Defen¬ 
dants' reading of Wax v. Motley . Slip Op. Docket No. 75-3003 
(2d Cir. January 21, 1975) is erroneous. That case did not 
hold that the use of extrinsic evidence to clarify a court 
order is improper. In fact, in Wax, such extrinsic evidence 
vaa usod to shed light on an otherwise ambiguous order. 
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It true that rax. unllhe this case. Involved . nunc £» 
tune amendment to an order. However, given Judge Bon..!'a 
"atement to the grand Jury ao shortly after the empanelling 

order was signed sueh a distinction is of no importance. 

e-vi-it- Tudee Bonsai before making 
It is reasonable to assume that Judge bo 

the factual basis for his 

his remarks undertook to ascertai 
assertions. 

yKe argument that the entry of Judge Lasher . order 

o£ extension three days after the expiration of the grand 

. _ a H, e indictments invalid the Court 
jury of itself renders the 

, . , _ rtt see Nolan v. nnited States, 163 F.2d 

finds without merit. Bee - 

768 (8th Cir. 1947). Section 3331(a) of Title 18 provide. 
that the "Court may enter an order extending" the term of 
. special grand Jury for an additional six months. The 
statute docs not provide that it la the actual act 
• entering the order on the criminal dochet which triggers 
the extension and it would be fair to assume that 
presupposed by the drafters of the section that prior to 
such entry a Judge's signature wa. required. In light 
o£ the fact that Judge, normally have no control over t e 
entry of order, and that in fact thl. is e tutorial tash 
performed by the clerh. of the court, it would appear that 

• 2 •. 


\ 


4 











A 295 

the critical act signifying approval of th* east*f*ion U 

that of signing the order. 

The motion is in all respect denied. 

SO ORDERED. 

Dated: New York, New York 
June 4, 1975 


LAWRENCE W. PIERCE 
U. S. D. J. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

SOUTHERN DISTRIC T OF NEW YOR K_ 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Docket Number 


-vs 

KARL SCHWARTZBAUM, 

Defendant -Appellant. 


Ju dge L awrence W. Pierce 

(D strict Court Judge) 


NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Notice Is hereby given that _ K»1 SchwantZbaum 

the United Slates Court ol Appeals lor the Second Circuit from the 
(specify) . _ _ _ 


.-appeals to 

j Judgment borders,_, other 


Date 

To: 


July 15, 1975 


entered in this action on Jllllfi 4 and June 5, 1975 

(Date) 

EDWARD BRODSKY 

(Counsel lor AppeMant) 

Address Goldstein, Shames & Hyde 
655 Madison Avenue 
New York, New York 10021 
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(TO Bt COMPLETED BY ATTORNEY) 

► QUESTIONNAIRE 

_j| am ordering a transcript 
X~jI am not oidennq a transcript 
Reason• 

t-jO.i11y copy is available 

i- iU.S. Attorney has placed order 

-(Other. Attach *.xplanation 


Phone Number (2X2 ) 838 —3700 

TRANSCRIPT INFORMATION - FORM B 

► TRANSCRIPT ORDER 


► oisc nipt ion or eno< m oing* 

TON WHICH TNAN5CNIP' 15 

_ e t oumt p nwc Luoi o*ri 

Prepare transcript of 

i-iPre-trial proceedings 

i. iTrial 
v_Sentence 

i -iPost-trial proceedings THERE IS NO TRANSCRIPT 


There is no transcript i 

Ih'.''..VnsVur (t MArTcMh'lT'► o’l'of p^ymen?'^ F untir^C JA^form 2 ' ePOr ' er J°' W"—* «* ,he 

ATTOftNEVS signature ... , • - . a — 

^ .ljur 


COURT REPORTER ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 


To be completed by Court Reporter and 
forwarded to Court of Appeals. 
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Cali mated completion date 

T at IfQBtfd number 
of pages. 
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